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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION 
The problems which plague the public schools demand thorough and continu­
ous investigation of factors which contribute favorably or unfavorably to the success 
of its clients, the students. Researchers have found positive school climate to be 
a major variable influencing the achievement level of students (Brookover, Beady, 
Flood, Schweitzer, & Wisenbaker, 1979; Edmonds, 1979; Feldvebel, 1964; McDill & 
Rigsby, 1973; Rutter, Maughan, Mortimore, Ouston, & Smith, 1979; Weber, 1971; 
West, 1985; Wynne, 1980). These investigators have discovered that school climate 
differentiates among schools, and students learn best in schools manifesting a cli­
mate conducive to learning. Stewart (1979) asserts that "much empirical evidence 
exists linking environmental influences with learning and intellectual achievement" 
(p. 158). 
Self-report measures are the customary means of measuring school climate. How­
ever, perceptions about the impact of the school environment are usually obtained 
from teachers, principals, and students. Support staff members are rarely given an 
opportunity to express their opinions about factors mediating the school climate. 
Many school administrators view these school employees as an appendage rather 
than as a fundamental part of the school's formal organization. In reality, supple­
mental workers are the connecting links to the nonprofessional support function in 
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the school and their perceptions of school climate are seldom considered. 
Certainly, the support staff is in a strategic position to determine the feeling, 
tone, atmosphere, or "climate" of a school. These individuals are capable of integrat­
ing a perceptual cognitive map of the environmental and situational characteristics 
within a school building or work unit. 
In public education, the term "support staff" is a broad rubric including cus­
todians, secretaries, food service personnel, paraprofessionals, bus drivers, school 
nurses, etc. For purposes of this investigation, support staff includes: clerical, main­
tenance, and food service personnel (e.g., lunchroom supervisors and food handlers), 
bus drivers, and paraprofessional personnel (e.g., teacher aides, computer aides, and 
nurse aides). 
Clearly, there is a growing need to create an instrument to determine the climate 
of a school as perceived by selected support staff. Wilson (1985) maintains "there 
is a shortage of validated instruments that assess school conditions and also provide 
useful feedback for staff members" (p. 50). James and Jones (cited in Jones and 
James, 1979) report suggestions for researchers interested in individual perceptions 
of the work environment: 
It was recommended, for example, that these researchers develop perceptually-
oriented measures that were descriptive in focus, that the measures ad­
dress task and role attributes as well as social and interpersonal charac­
teristics, and there be an empirical assessment of the influences exerted 
by situational and individual factors in the development of work-related 
perceptions. For researchers desiring to aggregate such perceptions to 
draw inferences about organizations or subsystems, the recommendations 
were more extensive. In addition to the foregoing advice, the latter in­
vestigators were admonished to develop specific empirical criteria to as­
sess whether aggregated perceptual data (which presumably reflect both 
individual and situational characteristics) meaningfully describe actual 
conditions in the work environment, (p. 202) 
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It appears that the perception of climate from teachers, students, and support 
staff impinges directly on their performance. Woodman and King (1978) comment; 
The climate of an organization potentially impacts the behavior of people 
in the system. Many researchers (certainly not all) consider organiza­
tional climate is an indirect determinant of behavior in an interactive 
sense rather than a direct determinant of behavior in a main effect sense. 
Other researchers now appear to be uncomfortable with any suggestion 
of causality, although they might consider organizational climate as a 
predictor in the correlational sense, (p. 818) 
Researchers have found climate to influence organizational variables such as perfor­
mance, job satisfaction, and motivation (Lawler, Hall, & Oldham, 1974; Litwin & 
Stringer, 1968; Pritchard & Karasick, 1973). Moos (1974) believes "the social envi­
ronment has a significant impact on the people functioning in it ... the social climate 
within which an individual functions may have an important impact on his attitudes 
and moods, his behavior, his health and overall sense of well being and his social, 
personal and intellectual development" (pp. 1 and 3). 
Selected support or service personnel can and do enhance the educational envi­
ronment of schools. Fox et al. (1973) suggest that schools should provide quality in 
custodial, maintenance, and secretarial service to help people become productive in 
achieving organizational goals. Much of the cosmetic appearance of a positive school 
climate is attributable to the auxiliary function of selected support staff. Brookover 
et al. (1982) comment: 
The nature of learning climate that characterizes a school may be affected 
by many factors, but the adult staff—principal, teachers, aides and other 
staff personnel—is the major determinant of learning climate in schools. 
... The adult members of a school social system are the primary agents 
in developing the learning climate which defines the appropriate behavior 
for themselves and their students, (p. 34) 
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Maintenance workers ensure the school building is clean, attractive, and safe. 
Williams (1980) believes "efficient custodians can help morale and mental attitudes 
of all concerned" (p. 10). 
Clerical personnel have an important role in public relations, student services, 
secretarial tasks, office management, and administrative assistant tasks. Rimer ( 1984) 
found the work of the secretary in elementary schools to contribute significantly to 
school climate. This author maintains that the secretary is "an indispensable member 
of the school staff, and should be recognized for her contribution" (p. 18). 
The appearance and nutrition of food, as prepared by food service personnel, are 
important considerations to entice students to consume and promote health. There 
is a substantive body of literature on the relationship between nutrition and learn­
ing (e.g., Goldsmith, 1980; Norwood, 1984; Pollitt, 1984). Nutrition does make a 
difference in achievement test scores of students (Furman & Noli, 1983). Boehn-
lein, Seifert, and Stratton (1980) conclude that nutrition has a profound effect on 
intellectual ability. 
Gillespie, deHaas, and Soley (1979) developed a program for the Indiana State 
Department of Public Instruction to improve school environments by focusing on the 
cafeteria as the center of interactions for the school. As a result of two years of 
research in schools at all levels, these authors discovered that activity in the cafeteria 
impacted significantly on behavior in other school settings. 
An essential component of a sound educational program is the transportation of 
students to and from school (Texas Education Agency, 1987). The school bus driver 
has an important role in the student transportation program. The Texas Education 
Agency asserts; 
5 
The driver sets the educational tone of the day for students. The driver 
often is the first and last contact the student has with the school each 
day. (p. 7) 
Farmer (1985) states; "The manner in which he [the bus driver] deals with par­
ents, pupils, school officials and the community in general will determine the overall 
effectiveness of the public school program" (p. 23). 
Paraprofessional personnel, the last group in this study, provide invaluable as­
sistance to teachers and other certified professionals in the academic and personal 
development of students. They are assistants who perform instructional and nonin-
structional duties (Grant, 1984). Weber (1971) found schools with successful reading 
programs had additional reading personnel that included teacher aides. Gregory and 
Herlihy (1980) contend that "the closer a school can deal with students on a personal 
basis or individual basis with supplemental staff, the more positive the outcomes" 
(p. 137). 
Statement of the Problem 
The problem of this study was to develop, field test, and validate a climate 
instrument to assess the pattern of shared perceptions of school climate as discerned 
by selected support staif members. Woodman and King (1978) assert: 
Climate is reality-based and thus is capable of being shared in the sense 
that observers or participants may agree upon the climate of an organiza­
tion or group, although this consensus may be constrained by individual 
differences in perceptions, (p. 818) 
Present climate instruments rarely address the support staff, an essential adult 
population, who serves as support and service personnel for the school. There are 
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virtually no instruments for measuring opinions to obtain attitudes toward climate 
from support staff in a school environment. The intent of assessing characteristics 
of conditions/dimensions of school climate from selected support staff members is 
to determine their perspective on what the school is like. A specific tool must be 
developed to measure climate from these key school employees. Edwards (1957) 
suggests that the researcher should construct his/her own attitude scale when there 
is no scale suited for his/her purpose. Reasons for conducting employee attitude 
surveys have been delineated by Rosen (1987). They are: 
• to assess the organization's internal employee relations climate and monitor the 
trends; 
• to identify emerging or existing attitudinal issues before they become explosive; 
• to provide feedback to managers on how well they are balancing their various 
managerial and supervisory responsibilities; 
• to build a data base that can inform the organization of the content and pro­
cesses of selecting, developing and training managers; 
• to assist in the design and modification of personnel policies, management sys­
tems, and decision-making processes, thereby improving overall organizational 
effectiveness; 
• to provide a way to assess progress during periods of change; 
• to identify the parts of the organization that are experiencing pain and need 
help; and 
• to provide a safety valve for excess 'steam', (p. 50) 
Research Questions 
More specifically, the problem of this investigation was to empirically validate 
the climate measure developed for this study by answering two questions regarding 
the instrument's reliability and validity. They were as follows: 
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1. What is the internal consistency of the climate measure (as determined by 
Cronbach's Alpha)? 
2. What is the construct validity of the climate measure (as determined by factor 
analysis by using the Menne and Tolsma's (1971) item discrimination procedure 
to select questions)? 
Research Hypotheses 
The following hypotheses were developed to determine specific relationships of 
support staff ratings of shared perceptions on school climate: 
1. There is no significant difference in rating overall climate perception among 
support staff classified by their work responsibility/occupation. 
2. There is no significant difference in rating overall climate perception among 
support staff classified by their work site. 
3. There is no significant difference in the ratings of perceptions on each climate 
dimension among support staff classified by work responsibility/occupation. 
4. There is no significant difference in the ratings of perceptions on each climate 
dimension among support staff classified by work site. 
5. There are no relationships between the overall climate perception rating and 
ratings on nine school climate dimensions as perceived by selected support staff. 
6. There are no relationships between the set of ratings on climate perceptions 
and the set of biographic characteristics of support staff, viz., gender and years 
of experience. 
The data gathered from the climate instrument may be used to help the building 
administrator set a climate expectation level, whereby, the school/work unit may 
become more effective and employees more productive and satisfied in their work. 
Deer (1980) asserts: 
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By identifying significant variables, studies of organizational climate can 
assist administrators to match the needs of the individuals composing 
the organization ... with the needs of the organization as whole. With 
increased knowledge of these variables administrators may find ways to 
improve job satisfaction for the members of the organization giving im­
provements in productivity or, in the case of schools, higher levels of 
student achievement, (p. 28) 
Improvement of schools requires administrators to collect climate data on key 
staff members employed in the school. G. D. Gottfredson and D. C. Gottfred-
son (1987) maintain that school officials should: 
Use an assessment of school climate or other forms of 'need assessment' 
to focus attention on areas of needed improvement. Without a concrete 
tool to focus discussion, faculty and administrators often avoid directing 
attention to problems they do not see a way to solve, (p. 15) 
Howard, Howell, and Brainard (1987) suggest that data on climate should be gath­
ered from teachers, students, administrators, support staff, and parents based on their 
perception of how things are or how they feel about them. They also feel that the 
collection of baseline data is necessary to measure the impact of a climate improve­
ment project over a span of time. McLean (1988) asserts that "climate surveys are 
an important diagnostic tool in the organization development" (p. 1). The practic­
ing administrator will be able to devote his/her energies to developing the desirable 
organizational changes to create a better school climate that is directly related to 
perceptions of selected support staff members. Doak (1970) believes "climate is the 
cornerstone for educational change" (p. 371). 
Pinckney and Sweeney (1983) found that administrative tasks in human resource 
management were related significantly to school climate. A school climate inventory 
designed specifically for their empirical study asked teacher respondents to give their 
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Objectives 
Provide feedback/information to develop action plans to improve the work and 
learning environment. 
Assess a variety of features/conditions related to effective schools by pro­
viding data on the perceptions of nine dimensions of the work and learning 
environment. 
Provide data/information to diagnose underlying reasons for an unproductive 
or unhealthy climate. 
Figure 1.1: Objectives for instrument 
perceptions of the principal's effectiveness in the climate dimensions of goal orien­
tation, cohesiveness, and esprit. The School Improvement Model Projects (SIM) 
located at Iowa State University has continuously conducted research on climate 
with other respondents using a modified version of the measuring tool developed 
by Sweeney (1983). Climate dimensions assessed by SIM include: goal orientation, 
esprit, cohesiveness, teacher expectations, administrator dedication and enthusiasm, 
student attitudes, supports teachers, evaluates pupil progress, coordinates instruction 
and curriculum, instructional/curriculum emphasis, and learning environment provi­
sion. The first attempt to measure climate from the support staff was completed by 
Linda Fortenberry (1989) under the auspices of SIM at the Warsaw School District 
in Warsaw, Indiana. The present investigation explored the same concept for the 
support staff in the St. Joseph School District of St. Joseph, Missouri. 
The objectives for developing the climate instrument for support staff in the 
present investigation are shown in Figure 1.1. These objectives provided the under­
lying framework to design a climate paper-and pencil measuring device to determine 
shared perceptions of selected support staff members. 
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Significance of Problem 
This study was important because practicing administrators were able to obtain 
useful information on the nature of school climate in their building as currently per­
ceived by selected support staff members. The improvement of the work and learning 
environment in the school requires the tapping of impressions or opinions from se­
lected support staff members about the network of conditions in the school milieu 
and other features of school life. The information obtained allows the administrator 
to evaluate school climate through the eyes of selected support staff members. Mea­
surement of participants' perceptions, viz., teachers, students, and selected support 
staff members, gives a comprehensive picture of climate in a school. Many climate 
instruments assess perceptions from teachers, students, and administrators. There is 
an obvious void in the availability of assessment tools to derive a gauge of climate 
perceptions from support staff. 
The building administrator is an important determinant of the nature of climate 
(Coleman, 1984; Billion, 1978; Hoy &: Clover, 1986; Miller, 1981). The effective 
schools research found climate improvement to be within the purview of the building 
administrator. Positive climate is a key force to any effective school, in which, all 
adult school employees may contribute to the organization's efficacy. Fox et al. (1973) 
comment: 
School personnel can affect positively the nature and the wholesomeness 
of the school's climate. If it is inadequate, the fault rests with them, 
and the failure is a direct reflection upon the administrator as a climate 
leader, (p. 121) 
Litwin and Stringer (1968) found a manager's leadership style is a major variable of 
organizational climate, Bebermeyer (1982) maintains: 
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'Good' school climate begins, continues, and ends with the school princi­
pal (with varying degrees of help from his/her friends— teachers, students, 
parents, central administrators, and community), (p. 63) 
Bossert, Dwyer, Rowan and Lee (1982) comment on a possible role for the principal 
in school climate: 
Viewed as a 'molar' or integrating concept, climate can be used to group 
a number of dimensions which may be important for the principal to 
consider in terms of establishing an environment that supports the im­
provement of instruction, (p. 44) 
Basic Assumptions 
The basic underlying assumptions for this study's approach to develop and field 
test a school climate instrument for selected support staff are posited by the following: 
1. The perceptions of the selected support staff on school climate are critical fac­
tors and a valid measure of this construct. 
2. There is a perceptual consensus or shared agreement of climate among selected 
support staff in a school building (James, 1982; James, Joyce, & Slocum, 1988; 
Jones & James, 1979; Joyce & Slocum, 1984). 
3. Accurate descriptions of climate require multiple measures (Jones & James, 1979; 
Joyce &: Slocum, 1979). 
4. The selected support staff member was knowledgeable and aware of his/her 
perceptions of school climate; and was willing to express them. 
5. The selected support staff member was honest in his/her responses to the cli­
mate instrument designed. 
6. Self-report perceptual measures of climate from selected support staff members 
are based on their experiences and reflect the reality of the work environment's 
situational events (Jones & James, 1979; Joyce & Slocum, 1984). 
7. A school climate which facilitates learning is an a priori condition for enhanc­
ing/improving academic excellence (Sergiovanni, 1987; Lindelow, Mazzarella, 
Scott, Ellis, & Smith, 1989). 
t 
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8. A climate that motivates the worker is an a priori state for maximizing pro­
ductivity (Lindelow & Mazzarella, 1981). 
9. Assessing the climate of a school is antecedent to producing school improvement 
(Dumaresq & Blust, 1981; National School Resource Network, 1980). 
Definition of Terms 
1. Attitude - refers to a preference along a dimension of favorableness to unfa-
vorableness to a particular group, institution, concept, or object; they vary in 
direction, intensity, pervasiveness, consistency, and salience; it indicates how a 
person feels or what he/she believes (Sax, 1974). 
2. Belief - refers to all the statements relating to the object that the respondent 
agrees with or accepts (Edwards, 1957). 
3. Bus driver - is responsible for transporting assigned students to and from school, 
or on school-sponsored trips, according to scheduled routes in a safe and efficient 
manner; ensures safe loading and unloading of students at school campuses and 
on school bus routes; understands safe driving procedures, laws and regulations 
related to school bus transportation; has knowledge of proper emergency proce­
dures; knows and understands the principals of first aid; keeps himself/herself 
physically fit and mentally alert at all times; and handles on-board distur­
bances firmly but fairly (Farmer, 1985; Texas Education Agency, 1987). He or 
she completes state reports and inspects the school bus for safety and operating 
conditions on a daily basis (Manatt & Stow, 1982). 
4. Clerical personnel - perform varied secretarial work. Desirable knowledge, abil­
ities, and skills include; 
• knowledge of the care and efficient operation of the typewriter, 
• knowledge of modern office practice, procedures, and equipment, 
• knowledge of business English, spelling, punctuation, and commercial arith­
metic, 
• ability to maintain moderately difficult clerical records and to prepare 
reports from such records, 
• ability to establish and maintain effective working relationships with in­
structional, administrative and departmental personnel, and the general 
public, and 
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• skill in typing rapidly and accurately (Mitchell & Manatt, 1984, p. 64). 
5. Custodian - must provide students with safe, attractive, comfortable and effi­
cient places in which to learn and develop. The custodian must have knowledge 
and demonstrate aptitude to successfully complete the tasks assigned (e.g., 
plumbing, electrical work, carpentry, painting, mechanical work, plaster and 
cement work) (Manatt & Stow, 1982). 
6. Food service personnel - refers to food handlers and food supervisors. Food 
handlers must provide staff and students with nutritious meals. They ensure 
that the cafeteria meets health standards at all times. These individuals assist 
in the placement and security of all food supplies (Manatt & Stow, 1982). Food 
supervisors ensure order and safety during the lunch period. 
7. Opinion - refers to the verbal expression of an attitude (Thurstone, 1928). 
8. Paraprofessional - refers to an employee or volunteer who lends support to the 
educational programs of the school. The paraprofessional may assist in the 
instruction of students under the immediate supervision of a teacher. She or 
he performs activities assigned by and under the direct control and supervision 
of a teacher or a supervisor. Initiating or innovating instruction is not a duty 
assigned to the paraprofessional (Mitzel, 1982). 
9. School climate - refers to a relatively enduring pattern of shared perceptions 
about characteristics of the school and its staff that contribute to student sat­
isfaction, productivity, and achievement (Keefe, Kel'ey, & Miller, 1985). Note: 
This definition satisfied all requirements of the study. 
10. Work unit - refers to the school building for school based support staff employees 
and the department for non-school based support staff employees. 
Delimitations 
The broad objective of the present investigation was to develop a school climate 
instrument to assess the shared perceptions of selected support staff. This study was 
limited to a convenience sampling of schools in the St. Joseph School District of 
St. Joseph, Missouri. Hence, the results of the study can not be generalized to the 
specified population. 
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After an extensive review of the literature, specific constructs were selected and 
defined. They were chosen because of their suitability to the investigation. However, 
this study does not contain all the constructs or concepts related to school climate. 
The instrument developed addresses nine dimensions of the school climate construct 
for selected support staff: 1) work environment, 2) goal orientation, 3) esprit, 4) co-
hesiveness, 5) expectations, 6) administrator dedication and enthusiasm, 7) student 
attitudes, 8) support staff attitudes, and 9) teacher attitudes. 
Recognizing the variability in reading levels by each group in the sampling unit, 
viz., clerical, maintenance, and food service personnel, paraprofessionals, and bus 
drivers, this researcher designed the climate instrument to contain items that were 
on a sixth (6th) grade reading level. 
Variables such as location of school, race, and age, which may affect perceptions 
of school climate from selected support staff were excluded as part of this study. 
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CHAPTER 2. REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 
This chapter presents a synopsis of some of the relevant literature in the do­
mains labeled "organizational climate" and "school climate." Next, pertinent related 
measures will be discussed because they will provide the frame of reference for the 
development of the climate instrument for the present study to assess the pattern of 
shared perceptions of selected support staff. The areas reviewed relate directly to the 
study. 
Organizational Climate 
The genesis of school climate or school learning climate has manifestations in 
organizational climate. Literature on organizational climate can be found in psy­
chology, sociology, business, and education (Forehand & Gilmer, 1964; Mailler, 1986; 
Stockard, 1985). One of the earliest descriptions of organizational climate by Francis 
G. Cornell (1955) states: 
. . . i t  i s  a  d e l i c a t e  b l e n d i n g  o f  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s  ( o r  p e r c e p t i o n s  a s  s o c i a l  
psychologists would call it) by persons in the organization of their jobs 
or roles in relationship to others and their interpretations of the roles of 
others in the organization, (p. 222) 
Chris Argyris (1958) conducted one of the first empirical studies of organizational 
climate. His case study of a bank emphasized interpersonal relationships as major 
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determinants of climate. Argyris discovered climate to be "composed of elements 
representing many levels of analysis" (p. 520). Litwin and Stringer (1968) in their 
laboratory study found the organizational climate concept to be an important link 
between analysis at the organizational level and individual level. Katz and Kahn 
(1966) suggest climate reflects many factors and assert: 
Every organization develops its own culture or climate, with its own 
taboos, folkways, and mores. The climate or culture of the system reflects 
both the norms and values of the formal system and their reinterpretation 
in the informal system. Organizational climate reflects also the history 
of internal and external struggles, the types of people the organization 
attracts, its work processes and physical layout, the modes of communi­
cation, and the exercise of authority within the system. Just as a society 
has a cultural heritage, so social organizations possess distinctive pat­
terns of collective feeling and beliefs passed along to new group members, 
(pp. 65-66) 
Guion (1973) comments: 
The construct (or perhaps, family of constructs) implied by the term, 
organizational climate, may be one of the most important to enter the 
thinking of industrial-organizational psychologist, in many years, (p. 120) 
Defining Organizational Climate 
Organizational climate in the managerial circle has been defined or described 
in many ways. Halpin and Croft (1963) explicate organizational climate using the 
analogy "... personality is to the individual what 'climate' is to the organization" 
(p. 1). Stewart (1979) comments: 
Just as there are many ways to define personality, so there are also a 
variety of ways to define climate, (p. 148) 
Forehand and Gilmer (1964) define organizational climate as the: 
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. . .  s e t  o f  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  t h a t  d e s c r i b e  a n  o r g a n i z a t i o n  a n d  t h a t  a )  d i s t i n ­
guish the organization from other organizations, b) are relatively endur­
ing over time, and c) influence the behavior of people in the organization, 
(p. 362) 
These authors discuss an implication of organizational climate that must assume 
homogeneity within the organizational unit, which is applicable to all subunits. In 
other words, individuals within a given organization should have similar perceptions 
about the climate regardless of their position in the firm. In a 1968 volume edited 
by Renato Tagiuri and George Litwin, Garlie Forehand states: 
. . .  c l i m a t e  i n v o l v e s  a t  l e a s t  t h r e e  s e t s  o f  v a r i a b l e s .  T h e y  a r e  ( 1 )  e n v i r o n ­
mental variables, such as size and structure of the organization, which 
are external to the individual, (2) personal variables, such as aptitudes, 
attitudes, and motives, which the individual brings with him to the job 
situation, and (3) outcome variables, such as satisfaction, job motivation, 
and productivity, which are determined jointly by environmental and per­
sonal variables, (p. 66) 
Litwin and Stringer (1968) describe organizational climate in a similar vein as ; 
. . .  a  s e t  o f  m e a s u r a b l e  p r o p e r t i e s  o f  t h e  w o r k  e n v i r o n m e n t ,  p e r c e i v e d  
directly or indirectly by the people who live and work in this environment 
and assumed to influence their motivation and behavior, (p. 1) 
Tagiuri (1968) analyzes organizational climate in another definition as: 
. . .  a  r e l a t i v e l y  e n d u r i n g  q u a l i t y  o f  t h e  i n t e r n a l  e n v i r o n m e n t  o f  a n  o r g a n i ­
zation that a) is experienced by its members, b) influences their behavior, 
and c) can be described in terms of the values of a particular set of char­
acteristics (or attributes) of the organization, (p. 27) 
Tagiuri's definition also emphasizes the fact that the environment is given meaning 
by workers and then it impinges on their attitudes and motivation. He used the 
properties of the concept of climate to extract its attributes for use in his definition. 
They are: 
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• Climate is a molar, synthetic concept (like personality). 
• Climate is a particular configuration of situational variables. 
• Its component elements may vary, however, while the climate may remain the 
same. 
• It is the meaning of an enduring situational configuration. 
• Climate has a connotation of continuity, but not as lasting as culture. 
• Climate is determined importantly by characteristics, conduct, attitudes, ex­
pectations of other persons, by sociological and cultural realities. 
• Climate is phenomenologically external to the actor, who may, however, feel 
that he contributes to its nature. 
• Climate is phenomenologically distinct from the task for both the observer and 
actor. 
• It is in the actor's or observer's head, though not necessarily in a conscious 
form, but it is based on characteristics of external reality. 
• It is capable of being shared (as consensus) by several persons in the situation, 
and it is interpreted in terms of shared meanings (with some individual variation 
around a consensus). 
• It cannot be a common delusion, since it must be veridically based on external 
reality. 
• It may or may not be capable of description in words, although it may be 
capable of specification in terms of response. 
• It has potential behavioral consequences. 
• It is an indirect determinant of behavior in that it acts upon attitudes, expec­
tations, states of arousal, which are direct determinants of behavior (Tagiuri, 
1968, pp. 24-25). 
Hellriegel and Slocum (1974) offer a definition of climate to include the unit of sub­
systems: 
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Organizational climate refers to a set of attributes which can be perceived 
about a particular organization and/or its subsystems, and that may be 
induced from the way that organization and/or its subsystems deal with 
their members and environment, (p. 256) 
Campbell, Dunnette, Lawler, and Weick (1970) use a collection of properties, com­
ponents, and determiners to define climate as: 
. . .  a  s e t  o f  a t t r i b u t e s  s p e c i f i c  t o  a  p a r t i c u l a r  o r g a n i z a t i o n  t h a t  m a y  b e  
induced from the way that organization deals with its members and its 
environment. For the individual member within the organization, cli­
mate takes the form of a set of attitudes and expectancies which describe 
the organization in terms of both static characteristic (such as degree of 
autonomy) and behavior-outcome and outcome-outcome contingencies, 
(p. 390) 
These authors delineate the determiners "as the structural properties of organizations 
(e.g., organization size or number of levels of supervision), the psychological 'climate' 
(e.g., pressure for production, perceived reward system, individual autonomy), indus­
try characteristics (e.g., growth industry, competitive, tight labor market), and spec­
ified role characteristics of the management job (e.g., formal power, procedural rules, 
constraints)" (p. 386). Determiners are situational properties of the environment 
and not the individual that affect managerial effectiveness (Campbell et al., 1970). 
Even though the authors view individual perceptions of the organization as essential 
elements of climate, the construct is conceptualized by them as a situational variable 
or organizational main effect. Four specific dimensions of organizational climate were 
outlined by Campbell et al.: "1) individual autonomy, 2) degree of structure imposed 
upon the position, 3) reward orientation, and 4) consideration warmth, and support" 
(p. 393). 
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Schneider (1975) believes climate is essential to understanding how organiza­
tional practices and procedures are manifested in human behavior. He proposes the 
following definition: 
Climate perceptions are psychologically meaningful molar descriptions 
that people can agree characterize a system's practices and procedures. 
By its practices and procedures a system may create many climates. Peo­
ple perceive climates because the molar perceptions function as frames of 
reference for the attainment of some congruity between behavior and the 
system's practices and procedures, (p. 474) 
Joyce and Slocum (1979) assert that climates have several unique features: 1) they 
are all perceptual and multidimensional, 2) they are all abstract, and 3) they are 
predominantly descriptive rather than evaluative. These authors define climate as 
a "summary perception of the organizational environment." Schneider and Snyder 
(1975) conceptualize organizational climate also as the summary or global impression 
of organizational conditions. But these authors maintain that they are not suggesting 
that climate is unidimensional. Schneider and Hall (1972) assert that climate is a 
perception that emerges from the events in the job setting such that "it is an outcome 
only in the sense that it is a global summary of perceptions rather than the perception 
of a discrete event"(p. 448). 
Woodman and King (1978) examine several definitions of organizational climate 
(cf. Forehand & Gilmer, 1964; Tagiuri, 1968; Campbell, Dunnette, Lawler, & Weick, 
1970) to discover many commonalities: 
Organizational climate is usually considered to be a molar concept in the 
same sense that personality is a molar concept. The climate of a particular 
organization, while certainly not unchanging, nevertheless has an air of 
permanence or at least some continuity over time. Phenomenologically, 
climate is external to the individual, yet cognitively the climate is internal 
to the extent that it is affected by individual perceptions, (pp. 817-818) 
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Scanlon and Keys (1983) conclude that organizational climate, in combination 
with a variety of variables has an impact on job performance. Their model of or­
ganizational climate contains the factors of structure, process, performance, and job 
satisfaction. They comment: 
Organizational climate appears most affected by the job, the work group, 
and personal leadership, (p. 423) 
Research on Organizational Climate 
An investigation of empirical studies of organizational climate reveals that re­
searchers use different definitions and measures of climate. However, the majority of 
these studies do appear to generalize organizational climate as a worker's perception 
of his/her work environment. 
Forehand and Gilmer (1964) culled from a list some 30 properties in studies of 
organizational variation. They found salient climate factors to include: size, struc­
ture, systems complexity, leadership pattern/style, and goal directions. Forehand 
and Gilmer believe organizational climate may impact on behavior by "defining the 
stimuli which confront the individual, placing constraints upon the freedom of choice 
of behavior, and/or rewarding and punishing behavior" (p. 369). Techniques to 
observe organizational climate consist of field studies, assessments of participants 
perceptions, observations of objective organizational properties, and experimental 
control of organizational variables (Deer, 1980; Forehand & Gilmer, 1964). 
Litwin and Stringer (1968) conducted a study that used the concept of organi­
zational climate as an intervening variable between organizational factors (structure, 
responsibility, reward, risk, warmth, support, standards, conflict, and identity) and 
motivation inclinations (achievement, power, and affiliation) in their investigation 
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of leadership style to organizations with different climates and patterns of leader­
ship, viz., authoritarian-structured, democratic-friendly, and achieving. Research 
staff members served as the presidents of the business firms. There were a total of 
45 student subjects. The president was responsible for establishing a climate using 
one of the three leadership styles. The study found climates to have differential ef­
fects on subjects in the areas of motivation, satisfaction, and performance. Litwin 
and Stringer discovered the achieving business had superior performance on busi­
ness games, while subjects in the friendly business were more satisfied with their 
jobs. These findings suggest that satisfaction as an outcome may exist under differ­
ent types of climate in varying degrees. This laboratory experiment operationalized 
climate as an organizational attribute due to manipulations of organizational condi­
tions; members perceived the climate created and it affected their performance. The 
theoretical base for the study was David McClelland's and John Atkinson's theory of 
motivation. Litwin and Stringer (1968) assert that the critical variables in managing 
motivation are: 
1. The motives and needs the individuals bring to the situation; 
2. The organizational tasks that must be performed; 
3. The climate that characterizes the work situation; and 
4. The personal strengths and limitations of the operating manager, (p. 168) 
Finally, Litwin and Stringer describe how climate influences people: 
Empirically, we know that different climates stimulate or arouse different 
kinds of motivation, generate distinctive attitudes about a person's rela­
tionships with others, and strongly influence both feelings of satisfaction 
and performance level, (p. 188) 
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Drexler (1977) found . .a large share of variance in measures of climate that 
describe organization-wide conditions and procedures is organization specific" (p. 41). 
His data for this finding consisted of 1,256 groups representing 6,996 individuals in 
21 organizations. The results led Drexler to conclude that organizational climate 
differentiates among groups serving the same function in different organizations, i.e., 
climate as an organizational attribute is organization-specific. He also found climate 
to differ across groups in the same organization, but these subunit differences were 
not strong. Drexler's research supports the use of aggregate climate perceptions from 
participant members as a measure of the concept of organizational climate (Joyce & 
Slocum, 1979). 
Schneider (1973) found in a study of customer behavior in banks that individual 
clients receive cues from specific service-related interpersonal relationships with bank 
employees to form summary or global perceptions (climate) of the bank. Using 
climate as an intervening variable, he maintains that customers extract meaningful 
abstractions from their interactions with a bank's staff that are situation-specific. 
Controversy Between Climate and Satisfaction 
There are several researchers that claim organizational climate and job satisfac­
tion are the same constructs. Johanneson (1973) suggests that the two are so similar 
that they are redundant measures. One reason for this overlap he states is: 
. . .  r e s e a r c h e r s  h a v e  ' m e a s u r e d  c l i m a t e '  b y  h a v i n g  p a r t i c i p a n t s  i n d i c a t e  
the extent to which a number of items characterize individual work situ­
ations. ... climate researchers, instead of attempting to write items that 
are unique to climate, have borrowed items from established measures. 
Thus, 'new' climate measures have been created from 'old' satisfaction 
measures, (p. 119) 
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Johanneson maintains that descriptions of perceptions or the perceptions themselves 
are influenced by an individual's feelings. If climate is reported by perceptions and 
satisfaction is reported by the individual, then the two are measuring the same con­
struct. In his empirical study, Johanneson concludes: 
If it appears as if perceptual climate research is converging upon any 
domain, job satisfaction seems the likely candidate. Indeed it is hard to 
imagine how this possibly could have been avoided. Even if researchers 
had taken the pains to create new items and had adopted different items 
formats (which they have not) there remains the psychological problem of 
divorcing description from feelings. Since descriptions of work situations 
have been operationally defined as indices of job satisfaction it seems 
redundant at best to also term such descriptions organizational climate, 
(pp. 141-142) 
Lawler, Hall, and Oldham (1974) analyzed the relationships between organiza­
tional climate, organizational structure, and process; organizational climate, organi­
zational performance, and job satisfaction. These researchers used affective rather 
than descriptive measures of climate and found organizational climate highly corre­
lated (.47) to job satisfaction. Correlations with organizational process and organi­
zational performance were (.34) and (.25), respectively. 
Muchinsky (1977) found a similar relationship between organizational climate 
and job satisfaction among 1160 employees at a large public utility. He measured 
organizational climate using the questionnaire (Form B) developed by Li twin and 
Stinger (1968). The measure of job satisfaction administered was the Job Descriptive 
Index (JDI) developed by Smith, Kendall, and Hulin (1969). Out of 30 correlation 
coefficients, 29 were statistically significant. 
Many researchers refute the findings of a relationship between job satisfaction 
and organizational climate. Job satisfaction has been defined as "any combination of 
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psychological, physiological, and environmental circumstances that causes a person 
truthfully to say I am satisfied with my job" (Hoppock, 1935, p. 47). They are "feel­
ings or affective responses to facets of the situation" (Smith, Kendal, & Hulin, 1969, 
p.6). Owens (1987) maintains that satisfaction is closely aligned with organizational 
climate to the extent that an individual's perception of his/her environment of the 
organization is satisfying to him or her. Other researchers have distinguished climate 
from job satisfaction by referring to the former as the worker's perceptual description 
of the work environment, whereas, job satisfaction is a person's affective evaluative 
response to certain aspects of his/her job (Gavin & Howe, 1975; Hellriegel & Slocum, 
1974; James & Jones, 1974; Joyce & Slocum, 1979; Schneider, 1975; Woodman & 
King, 1978). Schneider (1975) believes: 
Climate, as a perception of the external world, is conceptually, and in 
some cases empirically, different from job satisfaction which should be the 
study of man's internal affective state. Both clearly fall in the domain 
of research called "attitude research" but clear distinctions should be 
maintained between affect and description and units of analysis, (p. 474) 
Primary investigators, like James and Jones (1974), have attempted to dispel 
some of the confusion between organizational climate and job satisfaction by propos­
ing: 
. . .  t h a t  a  d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n  b e  m a d e  b e t w e e n  c l i m a t e  r e g a r d e d  a s  a n  o r g a n i ­
zational attribute and climate regarded as an individual attribute. When 
regarded as an organizational attribute, the term organizational climate 
appears appropriate. When regarded as an individual attribute, it is 
recommended that a new designation such as 'psychological climate' be 
employed, (p. 1108) 
They postulate that psychological climate includes: 
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...individual attributes, namely the intervening psychological process 
whereby the individual translates the interaction between perceived orga­
nizational attributes and individual characteristics into a set of expectan­
cies, attitudes, behaviors, etc. (p. 1110) 
Gavin and Howe (1975) agree with the proposal of James and Jones (1974). They 
depict psychological climate in a theoretical model for "understanding the relevance 
of psychological climate to individual and organizational functioning" (p. 228). In 
a schematic diagram, they show the relationships among the following components: 
environment (external and internal); personal characteristics; joint person and orga­
nization variables; psychological climate; motivational variables; ideal climate; be­
havioral and affective outcomes; and organizational outcomes. 
Jones and James (1979) underscore the descriptive and cognitive elements of cli­
mate in order to separate it from job satisfaction. Joyce and Slocum (1979) note that 
"climate and satisfaction may refer to similar aspects in the work setting, the proc­
esses of describing and evaluating these aspects proceed from two distinct conceptual 
bases" (pp. 323-324). 
Psychological Climate 
James and Jones (1974) conceptualized the psychological-climate theory to study 
individuals' perceptions of work environments. The underlying frame of reference 
central to the psychological-climate theory is that individuals interpret situations in 
psychological terms and assign psychological meaning to environmental conditions 
and events (Schneider, 1975). James and Sells (1981) point out: 
The focus of measurement of psychological climate is thus directed to­
ward assessments of interpretative, abstract, generalized, and inferential 
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constructs such as ambiguity, autonomy, challenge, conflict, equity, friend­
liness, influence, support, trust, and interpersonal warmth. It is also im­
portant to stipulate that psychological climate is regarded as an attribute 
of the individual. This stipulation is necessary because the psychological 
meaning and significance that an individual assigns to an environment 
often may involve idiosyncratic interpretations, generalizations, and in­
ferences. (p. 276) 
James, Hater, Gent, and Bruni (1978) state the formal definition of psychological 
climate as: 
. . .  t h e  i n d i v i d u a l ' s  c o g n i t i v e  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n s  o f  r e l a t i v e l y  p r o x i m a l  s i t u ­
ational conditions, expressed in terms that reflect psychologically mean­
ingful interpretations of the situation, (p. 786) 
Psychological climate should be measured using the perceptual measurement-
individual attribute approach (James and Jones, 1974). These authors note that the 
measurement techniques for operationalizing climate include; 
... 'multiple measurement-organizational attribute approach' which re­
gards organizational climate exclusively as a set of organizational at­
tributes or main effects measurable by a variety of methods; the 'per­
ceptual measurement-organizational attribute approach' which views or­
ganizational climate as a set of perceptual variables which are still seen as 
organizational main effects; and the 'perceptual measurement-individual 
attribute approach' which views organizational climate as perceptual and 
as an individual attribute, (p. 1097) 
James (1982) uses the perceptual measurement-individual attribute approach to sug­
gest that: 
the unit of theory for climate, including organizational climate, is the 
individual, and the appropriate unit to select for observation is the in­
dividual. This thinking is based on the view that climate involves a set 
of macro perceptions that reflect how environments are cognitively rep­
resented in terms of their psychological meaning and significance to the 
individual, (p. 219) 
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The aggregation of the individual perceptions represents the psychological climate 
measure of the group or organization (James, 1982; James, Joyce &; Slocum, 1988; 
Jones & James, 1979; Joyce & Slocum, 1984). Proponents of the notion that there is 
a perceptual consensus about the work environment in the workgroup maintain that 
shared psychological meanings are assigned to events and conditions of the work­
place through cognitive information processing of situational determinants with so­
cial, physical, and intellectual significance that exert influence upon participating 
individuals (Drexler, 1977; Field & Abelson, 1982; Jones & James, 1979; Joyce & 
Slocum, 1984. Many climate researchers portray psychological climate as the central 
tendency of workgroups interpreting and assigning perceptual meaning to organiza­
tional characteristics and processes. James, Joyce, and Slocum (1988) suggest that: 
.. .if one wishes to aggregate PC [psychological climate] to represent OC 
[organizational climate], then one should demonstrate that all members 
of the organization, or random stratified subsamples of individuals rep­
resenting all positions in the organization, share common perceptions, 
(p. 131) 
Jones and James (1979) assert that there are three basic premises for "aggregating 
perceptually based climate scores (i.e., psychological climate scores) ...first, that 
psychological climate scores describe perceived situations; second, that individuals 
exposed to the same set of situational conditions will describe these conditions in 
similar ways; and third, that aggregation will emphasize perceptual similarities and 
minimize individual differences" (p. 206). James (1982) concludes that "aggregate cli­
mate perceptions may provide a powerful explanatory and predictive tool" (p. 220). 
James' rationale for this belief is that certain terms associated with psychological 
climate may enhance the comprehension of how individuals impute meaning to envi­
ronments. 
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Jones and James (1979) studied the work environment of the United States Navy 
to determine the suitability of aggregated perceptual scores in describing work con­
ditions. Their empirical investigation found shared agreement on the aggregate sum­
mary of work environment perceptions in five dimensions of climate: 1) "workgroup 
cooperation, friendliness, and warmth, 2) conflict and ambiguity, 3) job challenge, 
importance, and variety, 4) professional and organizational esprit, and 5) leadership 
facilitation support" (p. 239). Jones and James believe psychological climate is mul­
tidimensional, and that their classification represents a central core of dimensions 
that are applicable to many environmental situations. 
Field and Abelson (1982) discussed climate as an abstract perception of the in­
dividual occurring either at the organizational level, group level, and/or individual 
level. In their revised climate model, these authors included organizational, psycho­
logical, and group climate, with organizational climate having a smaller impact on 
the job behaviors of motivation, performance, and satisfaction. Psychological climate 
is depicted by these authors as always having a significant influence on job behavior. 
Field and Abelson suggest that psychological climate is the most central of the three. 
They comment: 
Climate is a perceptual interpretation of the environment, and each per­
son has their own perception. Organizational and group climate occur 
when there is a consensus among many individual perceptions within the 
particular unit under analysis, (p. 197) 
Field and Abelson summarized that climate may be very useful in organizational 
change and development. 
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School Climate 
Climate became a cornerstone in education as an outgrowth of the school ef­
fectiveness research. In his summary of effective schools research, Robinson (1985) 
points out that it "provides a research base for assessing and changing learning cli­
mates" (p. 28). Stockard (1985) notes the distinction between research on organiza­
tional climate and research on school climate. In particular, this author maintains 
that there is a voluntary association of workers to their work environments, whereas, 
most states have a mandatory law that compels students under a required age to 
attend school. Gottfredson and Hollifield (1988) comment: 
School climate, like the climate of any other organization, determines 
whether the school can achieve excellence or will flounder ineffectively, 
(p. 63) 
Defining School Climate 
Definitions and descriptions of school climate abound in the literature. Climate 
refers to prevailing normative conditions which are relatively enduring over time and 
which can be used to distinguish one environment from another (Kelly, 1980). Cli­
mate is a "combination of beliefs, values, and attitudes shared by students, teachers, 
administrators, parents, bus drivers, office personnel, custodians, cafeteria workers, 
and others who play an important role in the life of the school" (Sweeney, 1988). 
Sargeant (1967) states: 
Climate may be pictured as a personality sketch of a school. As personal­
ity describes an individual, so climate defines the essence of an institution. 
(p.  3)  
Ellis (1988) comments: 
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School climate is a popular metaphor for a complex phenomenon that is 
easy to perceive but formidably difficult to define, measure, or manipulate. 
It refers to the aggregate of indicators, both subjective and objective, that 
convey the overall feeling or impression one gets about a school, (p. 1) 
Kottkamp (1988) also concurs with the notion that school climate is difficult to 
explicate. Hence, he lists the metaphors of feel, tone, and organizational personality 
as simpler terms to denote this construct. The organizational climate of schools has a 
unique feel, atmosphere, or tone (Thomas, 1976, p. 444). Tye (1974) uses the climate 
and culture interchangeably. He describes the concept using several metaphors: 
When an individual visits a school for the first time, he develops, almost 
immediately, a feeling about that school. The feeling is shaped by what he 
views. The hallways are empty, or they are bubbling with noise. Students 
sit quietly at desks, or they move about in various informal arrangements. 
Expressions are solemn, or there are smiles and laughter. Voices are shrill, 
threatening, and defensive, or they are soft, supporting, and questioning. 
Room and hallway environments are stark, or there is a profusion of 
children's work, exhibits, and plant and animal life. These factors and 
many more give each school a personality, a spirit, a culture. While it is 
not always definable, it is always discernible, (p. 20) 
The participants in the process of schooling often use metaphors for climate to ex­
plain, understand, describe, and communicate its essential complex characteristics. 
Many authors use the term atmosphere for météorologie and/or metaphoric ref­
erence to climate. Deer (1980) comments that: 
The word 'climate' when used in the meteorological sense refers to the 
average daily weather conditions over a period of time and it is in this 
sense, that of an average of the perceptions individuals have of their daily 
work environments, that the term 'organizational climate' is used. (p. 26) 
Finlayson (1987) discusses school climate as a metaphor and states: 
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The metaphor of school climate is certainly a meaningful one for all those 
who have any connection with schools. Pupils, teachers, parents and 
visitors to schools would all agree that it allows them to make contact 
with some aspect of their experience of schools ... Individuals make their 
own sense of the metaphor, yet at the same time they all agree about its 
meaningfulness for them. (p. 163) 
But he also believes: 
Rather than generating new ideas, the metaphor serves to inhibit creative 
thinking and to perpetuate approaches and procedures of a particular 
kind. (p. 166) 
Hoy and Miskel (1982) state that climate is: 
. . .  a n  e n d  p r o d u c t  o f  t h e  s c h o o l  g r o u p s —  s t u d e n t s ,  t e a c h e r s ,  a d m i n i s t r a t o r s —  
as they work to balance the organizational and individual aspects of a 
social system. The end product includes shared values, social beliefs, and 
social standards, (pp. 185-186) 
Young and Kasten (1980) maintain that this definition points out the view that 
climate is an "aggregate of individuals' beliefs" (p. 3). 
Lindelow and Mazzarella (1981) describe climate as "the feel an individual gets 
from his or her experiences within a school's social system" (p. 186). These authors 
compare this feel to the global summation of an individual's perception of the in­
teraction of school personnel and students as dictated by the norms in the school. 
Sergiovanni and Starratt (1983) view climate as: 
. . .  t h e  e n d u r i n g  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  t h a t  d e s c r i b e  a  p a r t i c u l a r  s c h o o l ,  d i s t i n ­
guish it from other schools, and influence the behavior of teachers and 
students, and on the other hand as the 'feel' that teachers and students 
have for that school, (p. 56) 
Kottkamp (1988) summarizes school climate as: 
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. . .  a  b r o a d  c o n c e p t  e n c o m p a s s i n g  t h e  t o t a l  e n v i r o n m e n t a l  q u a l i t y  o f  a  
school. It results from the interaction of four large material and social 
dimensions of school environment. Ecology consists of the material re­
sources in school. Components of this dimension include the physical 
facilities, materials, equipment, and financial incentives. Milieu arises 
from the background characteristics which adults and students bring with 
them. Components of this dimension include teacher education, experi­
ence, and satisfaction; also included are student socioeconomic status, 
self-concept, and morale. The social system consists of the formal and in­
formal roles which pattern school operation and social interaction. Com­
ponents of this dimension include administrative organization instruc­
tional program structure, ability grouping, administrator-teacher inter­
action, teacher-teacher interaction, and teacher-student interaction and 
communication. The decision-making and participation patterns of teach­
ers and students also are included. 
Culture consists of the norms, belief systems, values, and patterns of 
meaning of persons within the school. Teacher and student commitment, 
student peer norms, and academic and pupil-control expectations are ex­
amples of cultural components; the cultural components also include em­
phasis, consensus, goal clarity, and rewards and sanctions, (p. 220) 
Many authors assert that climate is responsible for the uniqueness that embod­
ies each school. Kelley (1980) notes that a favorable school climate yields a base 
from which students, teachers, administrators, and parents function cooperatively 
and productively; schools are social environments and educators must examine the 
outcomes of satisfaction and productivity for these environments. Woodman and 
King (1978) maintain that unless researchers correlate objective measures of the cli­
mate construct with perceptual reports of participants and resolve issues of validity, 
then "much speculation about organizational climate is likely to elude science and 
remain in the realm of organizational folklore" (p. 824). 
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Climate and Effective Schools 
A more precise perception of the climate construct as it relates to the school 
environment was given to education as a result of the school effectiveness research 
(Dumaresq & Blust, 1981; Licata, 1987). Examination of schools producing higher 
learning has resulted in characteristics that are associated with their high produc­
tivity (Brookover et al, 1979; Edmonds, 1979; Rutter et ai, 1979; Wynne, 1980). 
Demographics of these successful schools represent a continuum of attributes: 1) high 
socioeconomic status (SES) to low SES, 2) urban to rural and 3) ethnic to nonethnic. 
A description of the climate construct in an effective school is given in the guide for 
the mandated South Carolina Improvement Process: 
. . . the climate is orderly, purposeful, and free from the threat of 
physical harm. The atmosphere is conducive to teaching and learning; 
and the staff, students, and parents feel good about the school. (Corley, 
Ray, Cooper, & Williams, 1986, p. 2) 
Edmonds (1982) offers one rationale for the relative quiet in effective schools as the 
attendant condition "that all teachers take responsibility for all students, all the time, 
everywhere in the school" (p. 14). 
Block (1983) summarizes the characteristics of school climate in effective schools: 
• School environments supportive of the learning process were purposeful, orderly, 
and cooperative. 
• Effective administrators made an effort to structure the physical environment 
to reflect the school's positive, goal-oriented philosophy. Well-kept interiors 
and administrative attention to the school's appearance were cited in several 
research reports. 
• Fighting and other student behavior problems transpired less frequently in high 
achieving schools, compared to low achieving schools. 
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• A study by the National Institute of Education found strong and effective school 
governance, particularly by the principal, instrumental in reducing school crime 
and misbehavior. 
• Effective schools enacted discipline policies that were clear, firm, and consis­
tently enforced. 
• Effective schools reported cooperative working relations between teachers and 
administrators. 
• There was evidence that administrators in effective schools set up decision mak­
ing structures that provided for staff input. While it was important to involve 
teachers in decision making, 'the principal must retain the ultimate responsi­
bility for what happens in the school.' 
• Relations among staff in effective schools were highly collaborative; some studies 
mentioned a 'family' climate. 
• Higher staff morale was perceived more often among better performing schools. 
• Good schools carried out policies fostering school spirit, (p. 64) 
Block concludes that schools "are complex environments comprised of interacting 
factors that combine to create an effective or ineffective climate for learning" (p. 68). 
School Learning Climate 
The major focus of school climate is learning. This emphasis has resulted in 
many researchers designating it as "school learning climate" (Brookover et al., 1982; 
Lezotte, 1984) to include the concept of productivity as revealed by a school's sense 
of purpose, goal orientation, and student academic involvement. Lezotte, Miller, 
Hathaway, Passalacqua, and Brookover (1980) define school learning climate as the 
"norms, beliefs, and attitudes reflected in institutional patterns and behavioral prac­
tices that enhance or impede student achievement" (p. 4). These authors feel that 
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each of the words in "school learning climate" conveys a particular meaning sepa­
rately. Lezotte et al. (1980) suggest that the word 'school' implies an educational 
environment; the term 'learning' suggests a specific kind of school climate; the word 
'climate' points out the atmosphere created by those patterns and practices that en­
dure over time and are apparent throughout the school environment (p. 7). However, 
Howard, and Jackson (1983) contend that school learning climate is only a fraction 
of the total climate concept. Bossert et al. (1982) underscore one problem of utiliz­
ing climate in instructional management as the void of "a firm definition of school 
climate, which is referred to alternatively as school environment, learning environ­
ment, learning climate, and social climate" (p. 45). But climate measurement is not 
affected by the lack of a common definition, "it just means that users need to attend 
to content so that they obtain the information desired" (Arter, 1987, p. 8). 
Research on School Climate 
Studies approximately two decades apart by Feldvebel (1964) and West (1985) 
show that climate impinges on student achievement. These researchers found school 
climate to predict some portion of the between-school variance on student achieve­
ment levels. Feldvebel used Halpin and Croft's Organizational Climate Description 
Questionnaire (OCDQ), and the Stanford Achievement Test to collect data on cli­
mate and student achievement, respectively, for 30 schools randomly selected from 
the Northeastern Illinois Metropolitan Area. One key finding from this research was 
the significant relationship between production emphasis and consideration of the 
OCDQ and student achievement when the effects of social class were controlled. 
Using Wilbur Brookover's School Climate Questionnaire and results from the 
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New Jersey Minimum Basic Skills test in 26 low SES elementary schools of Paterson, 
New Jersey, Carolyn West found school composition (i.e., race and socioeconomic 
background, school social structure, and certain social climate variables) to explain 
more than 83 percent of the variance in reading achievement at the .0001 significance 
level; and to explain more than 65 percent of the between-school variance in math 
achievement at the same significance level. 
Data from the 1983-84 National Assessment of Education Progress (NEAP) 
Reading Assessment were analyzed to investigate the association between school cli­
mate and reading performance. Pendleton (1988) found that 4th, 8th, and 11th grade 
students matriculating in schools with a positive climate tended to score higher on 
the NAEP Reading Assessment. A major finding of the analysis implied that no one 
element of the school climate is crucial. Rather, Pendleton notes that the focus of im­
provement should concentrate on several dimensions of the educational environment 
to increase test scores. The author believes that her analysis "supports the view that 
a positive school climate is associated with higher student performance" (p. 11). 
Review of Selected Related Measures 
It is generally agreed that perception of individual and organizational character­
istics is the most effective and efficient manner to obtain information about climate. 
There are currently available several instruments that generate reliable and valid 
data on school climate. Many of them may be obtained commercially. The purpose 
of this section is to present reviews, descriptions, and summaries of major tests that 
are used to measure climate. Several of the measuring tools used to assess the entity 
of educational climate discussed in this review focus on shared perceptions obtained 
38 
through paper and pencil tests. 
Organizational Climate Description Questionnaire 
One of the earliest attempts to assess organizational climate empirically in the 
school setting was developed by Andrew Halpin and Don B. Croft. Their well-known 
Organizational Climate Description Questionnaire (OCDQ) embraces many of the 
ideas from Halpin's study of leadership behavior of aircraft commanders (Halpin 
& Croft, 1963). The OCDQ postulates school productivity as a function of social 
relationships between teachers and the principal. Halpin and Croft (1963) comment 
that: 
. . .  w h e n  w e  s p e a k  o f  t h e  O r g a n i z a t i o n a l  C l i m a t e  w i t h i n  t h e  p r e s e n t  c o n ­
text we will refer exclusively to the social interaction between the prin­
cipal and the teachers—to the 'social component' of the Organizational 
Climate. We do not deny the importance of other components; ... (p. 7) 
These authors consider their research to be exploratory. Their instrument's concep­
tual framework of climate in elementary schools is profiled in six types on a continuum 
from open to closed. Halpin and Croft state: 
We examined the profiles for the 71 schools to determine whether the 
profiles themselves would constellate in a fashion that would allow us to 
differentiate meaningful types of Organizational Climates, and found that 
these could be ranked on a continuum defined at one end as Open, and 
the other as Closed. Three of the six climates reflect different degrees of 
Openness; three expose different degrees of Closedness. (p. 2) 
The initial form started with an item pool of 1,000 statements. Using item 
analysis, cluster analysis, and a series of factor analyses at the individual unit of 
analysis, Halpin and Croft (1963) reduced the original set. Form IV, the final form 
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containing 64 Likert-type items, was administered to the faculty and principals of 
seventy-one elementary schools totalling 1151 respondents in six different regions of 
the United States. Eight subtests based on the behaviors of principals and teachers 
were extracted. Halpin and Croft define these eight subtests/dimensions as follows: 
Teachers' Behavior 
1. Disengagement refers to the teachers' tendency to be 'not with it.' This dimen­
sion describes a group which is 'going through the motions,' a group that is 
'not in gear' with respect to the task at hand ... In short, this subtest focusses 
upon the teacher's behavior in a task-oriented situation. 
2. Hindrance refers to the teachers' feeling that the principal burdens them with 
routine duties, committee demands, and other requirements which the teachers 
construe as unnecessary busy-work. The teachers perceive that the principal is 
hindering rather than facilitating their work. 
3. Esprit refers to 'morale.' The teachers feel that their social needs are being sat­
isfied, and that they are, at the same time, enjoying a sense of accomplishment 
in their job. 
4. Intimacy refers to the teachers' enjoyment of friendly social relations with each 
other. This dimension describes a social-needs satisfaction which is not neces­
sarily associated with task-accomplishment. 
Principal's Behavior 
5. Aloofness refers to behavior by the principal which is characterized as formal 
and impersonal. He 'goes by the book' and prefers to be guided by rules and 
policies rather than to deal with the teachers in an informal face-to-face situa­
tion. His behavior, in brief, is universalistic rather than particularistic; nomo­
thetic rather than idiosyncratic. To maintain this style, he keeps himself—at 
least, 'emotionally'—at a distance from his staff. 
6. Production Emphasis refers to behavior by the principal which is characterized 
by close supervision of the staff. He is highly directive, and plays the role of 
a 'straw boss.' His communication tends to go in only one direction and he is 
not sensitive to feedback from the staff. 
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7. Thrust refers to behavior by the principal which is characterized by his evident 
effort in trying to 'move the organization.' 'Thrust' behavior is marked not 
by close supervision, but by the principal's attempt to motivate the teachers 
through the example which he personally sets. Apparently, because he does 
not ask the teachers to give of themselves any more than he willingly gives 
of himself, his behavior, though starkly task-oriented, is nonetheless viewed 
favorably by the teachers. 
8. Consideration refers to behavior by the principal which is characterized by an 
inclination to treat the teachers 'humanly,' to try to do a little something extra 
for them in human terms, (pp. 29 and 32) 
The scores on the eight subtests were used to construct profiles. Six prototypic school 
climates were differentiated through cluster analysis from the profiles of the seventy-
one schools. The authors view the climates on a continuum and designate them as 
open, autonomous, controlled, familiar, paternal, and closed; open and closed are on 
the extreme opposites of the continuum. Halpin and Croft describe the climates as 
follows: 
• The Open Climate depicts a situation in which the members enjoy extremely 
high Esprit. The teachers work well together without bickering and griping (low 
Disengagement). ...The behavior of the principal represents an appropriate 
integration between his own personality and the role he is required to play as 
principal. 
• The distinguishing feature of this Organizational Climate [Autonomous Cli­
mate] is the almost complete freedom that the principal gives to teachers to 
provide their own structures-for-interaction as well as to find ways within the 
group for satisfying their social needs. 
• The Controlled Climate is marked, above everything else, by a press for achieve­
ment at the expense of social-needs satisfaction. Everyone 'works hard' and 
there is little time for friendly relations with others or for deviation from es­
tablished controls and directives. 
• The main feature of this climate [Familiar Çlimate] is the conspicuously friendly 
manner of both the principal and the teachers. Social-needs satisfaction is 
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extremely high, while, contrariwise, little is done to control or direct the group's 
activities toward goal achievement. 
• The Paternal Climate is characterized by the 'ineffective' attempts of the princi­
pal to control the teachers as well as to satisfy their social needs ... his behavior 
is 'non-genuine' and is perceived by the teachers as non-motivating. 
• The Closed Climate marks a situation in which the group members obtain 
little satisfaction in respect to either task-achievement or social-needs. ... the 
principal is ineffective in directing the activities of the teachers, and at the same 
time, he is not inclined to look out for their personal welfare, (pp. 60-66) 
In conclusion, Halpin and Croft (1963) "...believe that the OCDQ provides a use­
ful technique for describing the Organizational Climate of schools and that further 
research with it is warranted" (p. 115). The OCDQ has been used extensively in 
research on school climate. 
Marcum (1968) used the OCDQ to compare the climates of a selected group 
of most and least innovative schools in Oregon, Washington, Idaho, Nevada, and 
Utah. He found significant differences between the mean climate scores. Schools 
using innovative practices were found to have open climates. Least innovative schools 
viewed their climate as closed. Marcum also found a significant difference between 
teachers' perceptions and administrators' perceptions of climate in innovative schools, 
but he did not find this differentiation in noninnovative schools. 
Carver and Sergiovanni (1969) note limitations of the OCDQ. These authors 
found that the instrument "does not validly measure climate in 'large' secondary 
schools ..." (p. 79). They conclude that "the OCDQ lacks sufficient potency to 
adequately map organizational climates of large high schools" (p. 81). 
Kottkamp, Mulhern, and Hoy (1987) revised the OCDQ for use in secondary 
schools. They developed a 34-item climate instrument characterizing the behavior of 
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secondary teachers and principals in five dimensions: principal supportive behavior, 
principal directive behavior, teacher engaged behavior, teacher frustrated behavior, 
and teacher intimate behavior. 
Charles F. Kettering Limited School Climate Profile 
The Charles F. Kettering Limited (CFK Ltd.) School Climate Profile is another 
instrument designed to assess climate. Developed by Fox et al. (1973), these authors 
believe a positive school climate creates a satisfying and meaningful situation in which 
both adults and youth care to spend a substantial portion of their time, and it makes 
school a good place to be. 
Summarizing the goals of school climate as productivity and satisfaction, Fox et 
al. (1973) designate the first dimension of their instrument as general climate fac­
tors: respect, trust, high morale, opportunities for input, continuous academic and 
social growth, cohesiveness, school renewal, and caring. The other three dimensions 
of the instrument are: l)program determinants, i.e., opportunities for active learning, 
individualized performance expectations, varied learning environments, flexible cur­
riculum and extracurricular activities, support and structure appropriate to learner's 
maturity, rules cooperatively determined, varied reward systems, 2) process deter­
minants, i.e., problem solving ability, improvement of school goals, identifying and 
working with conflicts, effective communications, involvement in decision making, 
autonomy with accountability, effective teaching-learning strategies, ability to plan 
for the future, and 3) material determinants, i.e., adequate resources, supportive and 
efficient logistical system, suitability of school plant. These authors note that these 
factors are not all-inclusive. They comment: 
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It is important to note that the profile instrument does not pretend to 
include an item on every factor that might be significant. The value 
of the instrument is more as an overall school climate assessment tool 
rather than as a definitive or exhaustive survey. It can provide data to 
help in deciding what elements of the climate should be looked at more 
intensively. Further, the instrument is designed to obtain data concerning 
people's perceptions of each climate element and factor and how they 
believe each might be. (p. 18) 
Bebermeyer (1982) cites several criticisms of the CFK, Ltd. School Climate 
Profile: 
. . .  t h e  c a t e g o r i e s  t e s t e d  h a v e  n o t  b e e n  s h o w n  b y  r e s e a r c h  t o  b e  a  v a l i d  
representation of climate; levels of reliability, validity, and concurrent or 
predictive validity with other measures have not been established; it is 
based on assumptions that satisfaction increases productivity and that 
'open climates' are better than 'closed' ones, neither of which are sup­
ported by research, (p. 39) 
School Improvement Inventory 
The School Improvement Inventory is a climate instrument designed by Pinck-
ney and Sweeney (1983) that analyzes teachers' perceptions in three areas: 1) the 
importance of six major functions of the principal, 2) the building administrator's 
effectiveness in those functions, and 3) school improvement measures. The sub-
scales addressing the dimension of the building administrator's effectiveness include: 
1) human resource management, 2) instructional leadership, 3) learning environment 
measurement, 4) noninstructional management, 5) pupil personnel, and 6) school-
community relations. Teacher respondents are required to order the importance of 
the six major functions as they apply to their school's effectiveness. Teachers also 
record their perception of the building administrator's effectiveness in the same six 
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task areas. The third area of concern addresses the effect of the administrator's per­
formance on faculty effectiveness for school improvement. This dimension's subscales 
are: 1) climate measures (such as goal orientation, esprit, cohesiveness, teacher expec­
tations, administrator dedication and enthusiasm, student attitudes, learning envi­
ronment provision) and 2) leadership behaviors (such as supports teachers, evaluates 
pupil progress, coordinates instruction/curriculum, instructional/curriculum empha­
sis, learning environment provision). Reports from the data are generated to include 
the total organization, each school building, and various K-12 levels to help schools 
analyze their organization and begin improvement measures (School Improvement 
Model Projects, 1984). The School Improvement Inventory is a valid and reliable 
climate measuring tool which is appropriate for use in both public and independent 
elementary and secondary schools. 
The Likert School Profile Questionnaires 
Likert (1972) developed climate instruments for use in schools called, The Lik­
ert School Profile Questionnaires which are based on surveys that had been used in 
business and industry. The questionnaires cover a broad spectrum of respondents: 
teachers, counselors, department heads or team teaching leaders, central office per­
sonnel, principals, superintendents, school board members, students in grades four 
through six, students in grades seven through twelve, and parents. Likert comments: 
. . .  t h e  f o c u s  o f  e a c h  q u e s t i o n n a i r e  i s  t o  d e s c r i b e  c u r r e n t  o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  
practices at various levels within a school system and the consequences of 
these practices. ... The Likert School Profile Questionnaires are designed 
to obtain descriptions of behavior and to measure perceptions from the 
six main types of participants in school activities, (pp. 1-2 and 1-3) 
Items on the questionnaire are concerned with a specific operational characteristic of 
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the school's managerial system. Through many years of organizational research, Lik-
ert (1972) has identified four management patterns on a continuum that differentiate 
"how people in the system deal with each other in accomplishing the organization's 
mission" (Appendix A-2, p. 1). He designated them as System 1, 2, 3, and 4. The 
first management pattern is called exploitive-authoritative, and it is based on the clas­
sical management concepts to approach employees. System 2 describes a benevolent-
authoritative pattern of operation, while System 3 becomes consultative and System 
4 is participative. Participative organizations are "found to yield substantially better 
performance" (p. I-l). Topics covered on the questionnaire to determine a school's 
operational style on the managerial continuum include: leadership, communication, 
decision-making, goal setting, and performance goals. 
Social Climate Scales 
Moos (1974) and colleagues at the Social Ecology Laboratory at Stanford Uni­
versity have developed nine instruments to assess climate in different social milieus. 
They are known as the Social Climate Scales which represent four major classifica­
tions: 
1. Treatment environments, i.e., hospital-based and community-based psychiatric 
treatment programs. 
2. Total institutions, i.e., correctional institutions for adult and juvenile offenders 
and military training companies. 
3. Educational environments, i.e., university student living groups, such as dormi­
tories, fraternities, and sororities, and junior and senior high school classrooms. 
4. Community settings, i.e., families, industrial or work milieus and social, task-
oriented and therapeutic groups. (Moos, 1974, p. 4) 
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The scales measure the ideal social environment or expectations one has of an environ­
ment. All social environments were found to have the same dimensions conceptualized 
in three broad categories: 
1. Relationship Dimensions identify the nature and intensity of personal relation­
ships within the environment. They assess the extent to which people are 
involved in the environment, the extent to which they support and help each 
other and the extent to which there is spontaneity and free and open expression 
among them. 
2. Personal Development Dimensions assess the basic directions along which per­
sonal growth and self-enhancement tend to occur in the particular environment. 
3. System Maintenance and System Change Dimensions are relatively similar 
across all nine environments. These dimensions assess the extent to which 
the environment is orderly, clear in its expectations, maintains control and is 
responsive to change, (pp. 11-14) 
Kelley (1980) maintains: "The two social climate scales with greatest applica­
bility for school environments are the Work Environment Scale (WES), appropriate 
for use with faculties, and the Classroom Environment Scale (CES), appropriate for 
use with secondary school students" (p. 12). The instruments may be used as fol­
lows: 1) to describe social environments from both participants and non-participants, 
2) compare and contrast environments, 3) evaluate environmental change, 4) evaluate 
environmental impact, 5) understand social climate as mediator and moderator, and 
6) plan social change and clinical intervention. 
The push for school improvement by the school effectiveness research and the 
call for school reform by the recent national reports caught educational researchers 
unprepared to meet the demands for practical assessment tools on school climate 
(Gottfredson, Hybl, Gottfredson, & Castaneda, 1986). Gottfredson et al. collected 
data on devices used to measure school climate in a number of school improvement 
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projects. These authors found 22 projects to analyze. Every project surveyed teach­
ers, 14 surveyed administrators, 9 surveyed teachers, 14 surveyed parents, and 13 
surveyed students. 
Careful assessment of school climate is a requirement before the adoption and 
implementation of plans for school improvement. To focus on one climate variable or 
a particular audience is not the appropriate action plan to enhance the improvement 
effort for all in the school environment (Kelley, 1981). Any appraisal of school climate 
is incomplete without assessing the aggregate perceptions of all participants in the 
schooling process. 
Summary 
Most of the definitions of climate cited in this review of literature define it as 
a construct that is distinguishing among organizations, i.e., these enterprises should 
have organization-specific variance. This is congruent with the school of thought that 
climate is analogous to the personality of an organization. Another connotation de­
rived from several definitions is that it is an attribute of the organization. Common 
denominators for many of the definitions include: 1) climate in organizations has en­
during characteristics that are perceived, selected, and interpreted by organizational 
members who create the climate, and 2) it influences the behavior, i.e., motives, 
abilities, satisfaction, productivity, and motivation of the workgroup. In addition to 
these observations, another implication gleaned from several of the definitions indi­
cates that climate can be measured. Some climate researchers believe there are no 
subunit differences in the perception of climate. 
There also is a vector of academic thought that suggests climate is a group 
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phenomenon requiring shared agreement or perceptual consensus on facets of the 
work environment relating to the physical, social, and psychological atmosphere that 
affects behavior. Proponents of this concept call the construct Psychological Climate 
(PC) and they suggest that it is a global or summary perception of the workplace 
which is multidimensional. The present study uses this context. 
James and Jones (1974) outlined three different, but not mutually exclusive, ap­
proaches to measure and define organizational climate. The multiple measurement-
organizational attribute approach includes investigations of organizational models, 
context, structure, the physical environment, system values and norms, the dynam­
ics of variables such as leader-subordinate dyadic interactions, conflict, and reward. 
Definitions for organizational climate that espouse this approach are all-encompassing 
(cf. Forehand & Gilmer, 1964). 
The second approach is designated as the perceptual measurement-organizational 
attribute. Proponents of this concept identify four general categories of the organi­
zational situation: 1) structural properties, 2) environmental characteristics, 3) or­
ganizational climate and 4) formal role characteristics (Campbell, Dunnette, Lawler, 
& Weick, 1970, pp. 412-413). The climate construct is interpreted as a situational 
variable that may be conceptualized as an organizational main effect, a predictor (in 
the correlational sense), a moderator, or some combination of the three. 
Finally, the perceptual measurement-individual attribute approach conceptualizes 
climate as an individual's set of summary or global perceptions about his/her work 
environment that is descriptive rather than evaluative. The difference between the 
second and last approach is that the latter explicates organizational climate as an 
individual attribute in which situational and individual characteristics intertwine 
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to produce a set of perceptual intervening variables that link the situation with 
the worker's behavior in task achievement and satisfaction. The term psychological 
climate (PC) is used to denote organizational climate utilizing this approach. Its unit 
of theory is the individual whose perceptions are aggregated to represent a macro unit 
of analysis, e.g., the organization. Perceptual agreement is implied through the shared 
assignment of psychological meaning to the work environment such that an aggregate 
or mean climate score describes the work situation. PC is multidimensional and has 
a central core of dimensions that are applicable in a variety of situations. 
Diagnosis of school climate serves as a basis for implementing climate improve­
ment projects. Norton (1984) delineates several factors to underscore the importance 
of organizational climate in schools: 
... (a) the kind of climate sets the tone for the school's approach in meet­
ing stated goals and resolving problems; (b) effective communication ne­
cessitates a climate of trust, mutual respect, and clarity of function; (c) cli­
mate serves as an important determinant of attitudes toward continuous 
personal growth and development; and (d) climate conditions the setting 
for creativity — the generation of new ideas and program improvements. 
In a direct way, the school environment serves a crucial role in determining 
what the school is and what it might become, (p. 43) 
Administrators are required to monitor and evaluate school climate. There are many 
assessment devices available to measure climate as perceived by teachers and admin­
istrators. Wilson and McGrail (1987) believe "one of the best ways to assess school 
climate is to ask those who help establish, maintain, or change it" (p. 7). Users of the 
climate assessment devices are admonished to determine if the tool selected serves 
their needs, and is helpful in planning and decision-making. 
The central purpose of literature on both organizational climate and school 
climate is to "help those who work in organizations and schools do a better job" 
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(Stockard, 1985, p. 8). Motivating workers to higher levels of productivity is an age-
old problem for all managers. The climate of any organization is indirectly linked 
to motivation and satisfaction of workers. Although climate is an elusive variable, 
it is a concept worthy of the attention of any study (Anderson, 1982; Guion, 1973; 
Thomas, 1976; Wilson & McGrail, 1987). 
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CHAPTER 3. METHODS AND PROCEDURES 
The problem of this study was to develop, field test, and validate a climate 
instrument to assess the pattern of shared perceptions of school climate as discerned 
by selected support staff. Most studies of climate in schools measure this construct 
predominantly by summarizing the perceptions of individuals (Deer, 1980). 
This chapter consists of the procedures and methods used in the present inves­
tigation to develop a paper and pencil measuring device to assess school climate as 
perceived by selected support staff within their work environment. Specific attention 
is given to the procedures used in constructing the instrument, the characteristics of 
the sample, the procedures for collecting the data, and the methods used in analyz­
ing the data. The topics will be presented in the following sequential order: 1) the 
instrument and its construction, 2) pilot testing the scale, 3) the sample, 4) the field 
test of the instrument, 5) collection of the data, 6) establishing reliability and validity 
of the scales, and 7) analysis of the data. 
Instrument Construction 
This study developed a self-report measure to assess school climate as perceived 
by the support staff and conducted empirical investigations to validate the instru­
ment. Self-report measures are used widely in educational research. Borg and Gall 
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(1983) outline the steps to develop a new metric: 
1. Define objectives. 
The authors note: 'In attitude scale construction, a clear definition of the 
attitude to be measured and a statement on how the results of the measure will 
be used are needed.' 
2. Define the target population. 
3. Review related measures. 
4. Develop an item pool. 
5. Prepare a prototype. 
6. Evaluate the prototype. 
7. Revise the measure. 
8. Collect data on test validity and reliability (pp. 298-300). 
The above steps served as a guide to the present study. 
Dimensions or scales for the climate measure were developed from a review of 
effective schools literature, other related measures, and the School Improvement In-
ventory{Sll), from the School Improvement Model Projects at Iowa State University, 
as well as agreed upon, good school practice. The instrument examines support 
staff perceptions on the impact of the school environment in the following areas: 
1) work environment, 2) goal orientation, 3) esprit, 4) cohesiveness, 5) expectations, 
6) administrator dedication and enthusiasm, 7) student attitudes, 8) support staff 
attitudes, and 9) teacher attitudes. Measurements of these perceived situational at­
tributes of the school environment have direct ties to the support staff's experiences 
and constitute the scales for the assessment tool. These scales were selected a priori 
on the basis of their importance and relevance to the school environment. School 
Improvement Questionnaire (SIQ) is the title of the assessment device. Displayed 
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School Improvement 
Questionnaire 
Moos's General Cate­
gory 
Jones and James's Gen­
eral Category 
Work Environment System Maintenance and 
System Change 
Goal Orientation System Maintenance and 
System Change 
Conflict Ambiguity 
Cohesiveness Relationship Work Group Cooperation 
Friendliness, and Warmth 
Esprit Personal Development Professional and Organiza-
tional Esprit 
Expectations System Maintenance and 
System Change 
Job Challenge, Importance, 
and Variety 
Administrator Dedication 
and Enthusiasm 
Relationship Leadership Facilitation and 
Support 
Student Attitudes Relationship 
Support Staff Attitudes Relationship 
Teacher Attitudes Relationship 
Figure 3.1: Relationship of dimensions of the SIQ to Moos's and Jones and James s 
schemes 
in Appendix A is the questionnaire distributed to respondents. This climate instru­
ment records selected support staff perceptions by gathering responses to a number 
of questions about facets of school activities, conditions and other features of school 
life. It is intended to provide an indication of the quality of work life that the school 
provides for support staff. The derivation of the dimensions for the instrument par­
allel dimensions of the work environment suggested by Moos (1974) and Jones and 
James (1979). Displayed in Figure 3.1 is the comparison of climate dimensions iden­
tified by Moos and Jones and James to the SIQ. These authors have delineated 
methods to conceptualize and measure human work environments. 
Item development began with the conceptual framework established by the 
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School Improvement Inventory[SH). This inventory is used by the School Improve­
ment Model Projects at Iowa State University to assess climate measures in contract­
ing districts. The item pool was generated by culling items from existing instruments 
on school climate and organizational climate that appeared to be related to the psy­
chological atmosphere of a school environment for support staff (Coleman, 1984; Fox 
et oA, 1973; Halpin k Croft, 1963; Kalis, 1980; McLean, 1988; Moos & Insel, 1974; 
Quinn & Shepard, 1974; Pinckney & Sweeney, 1983; Watson, Crawford, & Kimball, 
1986; Yuzuk, 1961). The preliminary pool of items used in this study contained 
171 questions. Next, items were sorted into the previously generated dimensions of 
climate measures from the School Improvement Inventory[Sll). 
Through this process, two dimensions were added (i.e., teacher attitudes and 
support staff attitudes) and the expectations dimension was restructured to include 
high expectations by all school employees. The learning environment provision di­
mension was replaced with the work environment dimension. The following dimen­
sions were dropped because of their non-relevance to the specified population for 
this study; 1) supports teachers, 2) evaluates pupil progress, 3) coordinates instruc­
tion/curriculum, and 4) instructional curriculum emphasis. The instrument that was 
field tested consisted of 64 questions. 
Framework for Dimensions 
School improvement and school effectiveness research underscore the importance 
of the scales utilized in the instrument developed. Researchers have found the work 
environment to be a common element among effective public schools (Robinson, 
1985). Important environmental factors include: 1) well-kept school plant, 2) or­
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derly school climate, 3) discipline - clear, firm, consistent, 4) cooperative/family 
atmosphere, and 5) positive community relations. 
Bossert et o/.(1982) note that academic goal consensus is an essential dimension 
of climate to produce effective student learning. All staff members must strive to 
attain the same goals. Pinckney (1982) states that: "Goa/ orientation is enthusiasm 
for meeting group goals or achieving excellent performance" (p. 19). Robinson (1985) 
reports that high achieving schools were goal-oriented and that both "teachers and 
support staff were familiar with instructional procedures ..." (p. 19). Doak (1970) 
believes goal definition is a crucial factor of organizational climate. He states: 
Without well defined goals there exists only a collection of individuals, 
perhaps each of whom is spending much effort and energy in meeting 
individual goals which may either be in conflict or in harmony with other 
goals, (p. 368) 
Pinckney (1982) defines esprit as "the feeling by the faculty that their needs are 
being satisfied and that they are enjoying, at the same time, a sense of accomplish­
ment in their jobs" (p. 23). Staff morale is the key issue. The Safe Schools Study 
by the National Institute of Education (1978) found successful schools had essential 
dimensions of morale. They include: job satisfaction, high self-esteem, and the staff 
along with students agreeing with the principal's educational and procedural styles. 
Researchers have found that high faculty morale correlates with students exhibiting 
good school spirit. 
Wayson and Lasley (1984) maintain that creating student belongingness and re­
sponsibility are essential components in an atmosphere of cohesiveness in order to 
develop climates of excellence. All students must feel needed, worthwhile, and im­
portant. Bossert et al. (1982) recognize: " ...a student's sense of belongingness as 
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critical to the establishment of a positive climate" (p. 47). Wynne (1981) found coher­
ence to be the single factor commonly associated with good schools. Cohesiveness has 
the connotation of "close, mutually satisfying relationships within the school facul­
ties where teachers enjoy warm and friendly personal relations with others" (Wynne, 
1981, p. 45). 
Edmonds (1979) found a 'climate of expectation' to be one of the four essential 
characteristics of effective urban schools. Teachers must expect that all students can 
be taught. Research has shown the positive impact of teacher expectations on student 
achievement. By the same token, students must perceive that their efforts control 
their achievement, thereby producing expectations of themselves that they can learn. 
The principal can foster high expectations by setting them for himself/herself and 
others in the school unit. 
Building principals are the key links to effective schools. Edmonds (1979) be­
lieves strong administrative leadership promotes higher student achievement. Ad­
ministrator dedication and enthusiasm are essential elements of effective leadership. 
As visionary heroes, principals must: 
... take on responsibility for the success of a system; they bring out the 
best in others and help create and sustain myths, ideologies, and val­
ues. Principals can enable teachers and students to believe in themselves. 
(Wayson & Lasley, 1984, p. 420) 
The importance of the principal can be summed up in the following: 
The principal is, after all, the most powerful and prominent individual 
in the school. As a result, the principal has more influence than any 
other individual on the norm-behavior cycle in the school. He or she can 
dictate behavior to some extent in the classropms and hallways by de­
cree, persuasion, or force. More importantly, though, the principal can 
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strongly influence the norms of the school with his or her own behav­
ior. The principal sets the most prominent example in the school ... In 
short, the principal sets the tone of the school. (ERIC Clearing House on 
Educational Management, 1983, p. 3) 
Schneider (1975) believes climate research can be classified under attitude re­
search. Allport (1935) found three essential features of attitude in common to its 
definition: 1) preparation or readiness for favorable or unfavorable responses, 2) expe­
riences organize the the readiness for favorable or unfavorable responses, and 3) readi­
ness for favorable or unfavorable responses are activated in the presence of all objects 
and situations with which the attitude is related. Three of the nine scales in the cli­
mate instrument examined shared perceptions to the extent that students, support 
staff, and teachers generally exhibited favorable or positive attitudes. 
Item Development 
Questions were written and rewritten and the dimensions refined until the pro­
totype consisted of 64 self-rating items with 63 of the items comprising the nine (9) 
a priori scales. These scales asked subjects to express a particular belief or opinion 
about their work environment. The sixty-fourth item asked respondents to assess the 
overall climate condition of the workplace. Each of the scales was represented by four 
to eleven Likert-type items. Eighteen questions with high variances were included in 
the present study from Linda Fortenberry's (1989) climate instrument administered 
to the Warsaw School District in Warsaw, Indiana. The questions selected were the 
most discriminating items. Informal criteria suggested by experts to edit statements 
on an attitude scale served as the standard for modifying items: 
1. Avoid statements that refer to the past rather than to the present. 
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2. Avoid statements that are factual or capable of being interpreted as factual. 
3. Avoid statements that may be interpreted in more than one way. 
4. Avoid statements that are irrelevant to the psychological object under consid­
eration. 
5. Avoid statements that are likely to be endorsed by almost everyone or by no 
one. 
6. Select statements that are believed to cover the entire range of the affective 
scale of interest. 
7. Keep the language of the statements simple, clear, and direct. 
8. Statements should be short, rarely exceeding 20 words. 
9. Each statement should contain only one complete thought. 
10. Statements containing universals such as all, always, none, and never often 
introduce ambiguity and should be avoided. 
11. Words such as only, just, merely, and others of similar nature should be used 
with care and moderation in writing statements. 
12. Whenever possible, statements should be in the form of simple sentences rather 
than in the form of compound or complex sentences. 
13. Avoid the use of words that may not be understood by those who are to be 
given the completed scale. 
14. Avoid the use of double negatives (Edwards, 1957, pp. 13-14). 
Seven items were written in the negative form and the other items were worded 
affirmatively. This variation was intended to control for directional response set as a 
source of irrelevant variance. Each item was worded in language that described glob­
ally one of the nine dimensions of the instrument. Items deemed content valid by 
a panel of expert judges, viz., Professors Richard Manatt, Charles Mulford, Shirley 
Stow, Richard Herrnstadt, and Daniel Robinson, were assembled as the self-report 
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instrument. The response foils were arranged on an eight-point Likert-type scale to 
provide for optimum reliability without creating a cumbersome number of response 
options (Nunnally, 1978). The format of both the initial and final instrument con­
sisted of four anchors for each question. Two options within each anchor reflected the 
degree of agreement with a specific anchor. Respondents were asked to describe some 
aspect of his/her environment by choosing a number between 1 and 8. A continuum 
of favorableness to unfavorableness is defined for the respondent through his/her ag­
gregate total score toward a specific attitude (Sax, 1974). The investigator of the 
present study expected a response in terms of how the individual perceived the given 
environmental situation according to the category of response foils. Displayed in 
Figure 3.2 is an explanation of the dimensions/scales with their corresponding item 
numbers. 
Special terms were defined on the instrument as shown in Figure 3.3 to ensure 
that all selected support staff interpreted their meaning in the same manner. The 
instrument was structured such that the selected support staff respondent responses 
recorded to the attitude scale questions yielded opinions of their attitude toward 
the school's work environment. The purpose of reporting the characteristics of the 
dimensions is simply to describe the essence of the educational environment as it is 
currently perceived by support staff. 
One goal of the study was to construct an instrument that was understandable to 
all participants in the sample unit. The intent was to develop an instrument readable 
to the respondents in the sample. All words in the instrument were checked for grade 
level familiarity by using the text entitled, The Living Word Vocabulary^ written by 
Edgar Dale and Joseph O'Rourke (1981). Fry's readability formula determined the 
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Scale Name Description of Scale Item Numbers 
Work 
Environment 
Perceptions of how well the physical sur­
roundings add to a pleasant work environ­
ment; and the nature of rules for students 
in the school. 
1, 9, 17, 25, 33, 
41, 48, 54, and 61. 
Goal Orientation Perceptions of how well goals are commu­
nicated and utilized; how much support 
staff are requested to support after school 
activities; and how well they believe in 
high performance goals. 
2, 10, 18, 26, 34, 
42, 49, 55, 56, 62, 
and 63. 
Esprit Perceptions of how well the support staff 
member derives satisfaction from social 
relations and task performance. 
3, 11, 19, 27, 35, 
43, 50, and 57. 
Cohesiveness Perceptions of how well there is unity 
and mutual trust among school employ­
ees; and the degree to which students feel 
apart of the school. 
4, 12, 20, and 28. 
Expectations Perceptions of the degree to which school 
employees hold high expectations for stu­
dents. 
36, 44, 45, and 58. 
Administrator 
Dedication and 
Enthusiasm 
Perceptions of the drive and the degree 
to which the administration is efficient in 
building an effective working relationship 
with school employees. 
5, 13, 21, 29, 37, 
51, and 59. 
Student Attitudes Perceptions of general reaction to stu­
dents; the degree to which there is good 
rapport between school employees and 
students; and whether students behave in 
a responsible manner. 
6, 14, 22, 30, 38, 
46, and 52. 
Support Staff At­
titudes 
Perceptions of the morale of support staff; 
and relationships with other school em­
ployees and students. 
7, 15, 23 31, 39, 
53, and 60. 
Teacher Attitudes Perceptions of the morale of teachers; rela­
tionships between other school employees 
and students; and enforcement of rules. 
8, 16, 24, 32, 40, 
and 47. 
Question #64 requested the overall per­
ception of climate in the school/work unit. 
Figure 3.2; Description of scales in climate instrument 
61 
Definitions 
Support staff - refers to the jobs of office managers, secretaries, 
custodians, housekeepers, food service personnel (lunchroom su­
pervisors and food handlers, teacher aides (paid and volunteer), 
computer aides, bus drivers, and paraprofessional nurses. 
School employees - refer to all support staff plus administrators 
and teachers. 
Figure 3.3: Definitions of special terms on instrument 
reading level of the instrument to be approximately sixth grade (Fry, 1977). This 
technique utilizes a readability graph which acts "like a reading test, except instead 
of testing children, it tests written material" (Fry, 1977, p. 246). 
Piloting the Instrument 
Before administering the instrument to a pilot group, this researcher secured 
the necessary permission from the Human Subjects Review Committee at Iowa State 
University. The study was deemed appropriate and would not harm or violate any 
rights of the subjects under investigation. On September 23, 1989, the prototype of 
the climate instrument was administered to Professor Manatt's Advanced Supervi­
sion class held at Iowa State University. This activity determined the face validity 
of the instrument. Moore (1983) asserts "face validity is a professional appraisal of 
what appears to be valid for the content the test attempts to measure" (p. 212). 
The class was composed of eleven school administrators representing schools in Iowa, 
Wyoming, Japan, Spain, and Germany. This elite group of school managers eval­
uated the prototype by giving their recommendations and suggestions to improve 
it. Identified improvements in format and item content were incorporated into the 
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instrument. Class members were also instructed to answer the questionnaire as one 
of the identified job categories under investigation for support staff. Three responded 
each as custodians and bus transportation personnel, two each as teacher aides and 
food service personnel, and one responded as a secretary. The Cronbach's Alpha 
reliability coefficient was computed for the pilot test. It yielded a = .94. 
Subjects 
The unit of analysis for the study was the selected support staff member. The 
sample for this study included clerical, maintenance, food service personnel, parapro-
fessionals, and bus drivers of the St. Joseph School District, located in St. Joseph, 
Missouri. Clerical personnel included positions of secretary, office manager, accoun­
tant, data processor, bookkeeper, receptionist, and payroll clerk; paraprofessionals 
included teacher aides, computer aides, library aides and nurse aides; food service 
personnel included the jobs of lunchroom supervisors, managers, food handlers, and 
other general food service personnel; and the maintenance category was comprised 
of custodians, engineers, and general maintenance personnel. 
The district has eighteen elementary schools, four middle schools, three high 
schools, a technical school, a district office, a maintenance building, and one building 
housing audio and visual equipment for the district. The total staff count was 1,312 
and the student enrollment was 12,144. The respondents for this study numbered 
three hundred fifty-nine located in 29 work sites. The involvement of the support 
staff was voluntary. Table 3.1 has a breakdov/n of participants by job category and 
work site. The least number of support staff was located in work site number 5 with 
a total of 6. Work site number 27 had the largest number of participants (36). The 
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maintenance personnel group had the most participants in the study (114). The 
bus drivers comprised the smallest group (13). There were 243 or 68 percent female 
and 112 or 31 percent male support staff in this sample. Four respondents did not 
complete the requested sections for demographic data. 
The average years of experience for the respondents was 8.8 years with a standard 
deviation of 6.5 years. Food service personnel has the greatest average number (10.96) 
of years of service (see Table 3.2). The paraprofessional group has the least (6.05) 
number of years of service to the district. The average number of years of experience 
for bus drivers, and the clerical and maintenance personnel of the St. Joseph School 
District is 6.38, 10.67, and 7.75, respectively. A total of 87 support staff was from 
the high schools, 40 from the middle schools, 136 from the elementary schools and 
96 from the central ofRce buildings. 
Field Testing the Instrument 
The instruments were delivered and distributed to the principals of the St. 
Joseph School District on November 14, 1989. On that date. Professor Richard P. 
Manatt, co-director of the School Improvement Model Projects at Iowa State Univer­
sity conducted an in-service for the administrative personnel. During the workshop, 
he discussed the nature and purpose of the research. Photo-copies of the cover letter 
and instruments, in addition to the computer scan answer sheets, were distributed 
to the principals. Professor Manatt gave this group instructions for administering 
the instruments. Mike Lucas, Director of Staff Development, served as the site co­
ordinator for the study and was responsible for returning the instruments to Iowa 
State University. Each building or work site designated a survey administrator to 
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Table 3.1: Distribution of participants by job category and work site 
Work Site 
Number Cler Paras Busdr Foodser Maint Unknown Total 
1 1 1 3 2 7 
2 1 2 3 2 8 
3 1 3 3 2 9 
4 1 4 3 2 10 
5 1 2 1 2 6 
6 1 1 4 3 10 
7 1 1 4 2 8 
8 2 3 2 7 
9 1 1 3 2 7 
10 
11 1 2 3 1 1 8 
12 1 4 3 2 10 
13 1 1 4 1 1 1 
14 1 4 2 2 9 
15 1 1 3 2 7 
16 1 2 2 2 7 
17 1 2 3 1 7 
18 1 3 2 2 8 
19 1 5 3 11 
20 4 3 2 9 
21 1 2 5 2 10 
22 1 5 4 10 
23 5 4 9 3 21 
24 9 8 10 8 35 
25 5 6 7 6 24 
26 4 3 7 
27 20 1 13 2 36 
28 1 1 48 50 
29 3 7 10 
Total 67 66 13 95 114 4 359 
(percent) (18.6) (18.4) (3.6) (26.5) (31,8) (1.1) (100.0) 
Note. Cler=clerical personnel, Paras=paraprofessionals, Busdr=bus drivers, 
Foodser=food service personnel, Maint=maintenance personnel. 
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Table 3.2: Average number of years of service by participants to district broken 
down by job category 
Job Category N(percent) Mean SD 
Clerical Personnel 67(18.6) 10.67 8.03 
Paraprofessionals 66(18.4) 6.05 4.54 
Bus Drivers 13(3.6) 6.38 4.70 
Food Service Personnel 95(26.5) 10.96 6.67 
Maintenance Personnel 114(31.8) 7.75 5.74 
administer the measuring tool to support staff as a group in one sitting. In many 
instances the assistant principal acted in this capacity. The district decided to have 
all support staff complete the questionnaire during the week of November 27, 1989. 
The School Improvement Model Projects at Iowa State University processed a prepaid 
Federal Express postage for the school district to return questionnaires sealed in their 
respective envelopes. Two principals allowed their support staff to mail their answer 
sheets back individually. 
Each subject was given the cover letter, the climate instrument, and an answer 
sheet that had been coded with a unique identification number for each school or 
work unit (see Appendix A). The cover letter explicated the reasons for the study, 
ensured anonymity and confidentiality, and provided directions to complete the at­
titude scale. Participation in the study was voluntary. The questionnaires required 
approximately 30 minutes to complete. Respondents were instructed to seal their 
computer answer sheet in an envelope labeled School Improvement Model Projects 
to ensure confidentiality and anonymity. 
Completed computer scan answer sheets were returned December 12 and De­
cember 14, 1989. One school building returned their materials on February 2, 1990. 
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It was not included in the data analysis of the present study. However, separate 
reports were returned to the district and work site. The answer sheets were checked 
before submitting them to the Test and Evaluation Center at Iowa State University 
for computer scanning. Stray pencil marks were erased; light circles were darkened; 
and job positions coded by the investigator. Several respondents circled both num­
bers under an anchor for some questions. The lower number was erased. The values 
of negatively stated items (e.g., "How often are goals ignored in decisions made in 
this school?") were reversed for scoring. 
Establishing Reliability and Validity 
It is essential to determine the reliability and validity of a new metric. As 
Kerlinger (1964) states: 
If one does not know the reliability and validity of one's data, little faith 
can be put in the results obtained and the conclusions drawn from the 
results, (p. 429) 
The technical qualities of the instrument were determined. Cronbach's coefficient 
alpha reported the reliability or internal consistency of items on the climate measure­
ment. This procedure assesses the inter-item consistency or homogeneity of items; 
it is used when measures have multiple-scored items similar to attitude scales (Ary, 
Jacobs, & Razavieh, 1985). Kerlinger (1964) discusses this approach to reliability as 
the determination of whether the measures obtained from a measuring instrument 
are the true or accurate measures of the property measured. A high coefficient indi­
cates that the respondents did not answer the questions capriciously. In other words, 
related questions were answered consistently in the same manner. 
67 
Each item's discrimination index was computed using a technique developed by 
John W. Menne and Robert J. Tolsma (1971). Their procedure determined each 
item's discrimination power. Menne and Tolsma believe that the items selected must 
be capable of the following: 
a) eliciting similar responses from members of the same group, and b) elic­
iting different responses from members belonging to a different group 
when the groups in question have, in fact, been exposed to or have per­
ceived dissimilar conditions .., whether or not an item contained in an 
instrument designed to measure group responses is a discriminating one 
can be inferred from the pattern of between-group and within-group vari­
ances. (p. 5) 
The underlying structure of support staff attitudes toward school climate was 
investigated using factor analytic methodology. This procedure was used to tap 
nonredundant information from the questionnaire and extract underlying dimensions 
of the discriminating questions. It is a means of checking the construct validity of 
the scales. Kerlinger (1964) asserts; " ...factor analysis may almost be called the 
most important construct validity tool" (p. 454). Kleinmuntz (1967) maintains: 
. . .  f a c t o r  a n a l y s i s  i s  a  s y s t e m a t i c  t e c h n i q u e  u s e d  t o  e x a m i n e  t h e  m e a n i n g  
of a test by studying its correlations with many other variables. The fac­
tors derived from such an analysis are constructs (or variables presumed 
to exist) and reference to a table of factor loadings discloses the number 
of constructs a test measures, (pp. 45-46) 
By subjecting the discriminating questions to factor analysis, it was determined if 
indeed these questions grouped into the nine identified climate dimensions. 
A principal axis factoring procedure was applied to the intercorrelation matrix 
of the discriminating questions. The Cattell (1988) scree test determined the number 
of factors to be extracted, and these were rotated to a direct oblimin rotation to 
determine the dimensions of the instrument's final version. 
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Analysis of Data 
Descriptive statistical reports were generated from data of the initial instrument 
to yield frequencies, means, and standard deviations per work site on each dimen­
sion/scale. The St. Joseph School District received copies of these reports to reflect 
support staff shared perceptions of climate for the total organization, each build­
ing/work unit, and the various K-12 classification levels. The reports included both 
numerical and graphical representations of climate profiles. Samples of the reports 
submitted to the district are shown in Appendix B. 
The data were analyzed using analysis of variance and correlational research de­
signs, i.e., one-way analysis of variance, multiple regression, and canonical correlation 
analysis. The .05 level of significance was used for all tests. For the ANOVAs, if the 
F-ratio was significant, the post-hoc Duncan multiple range test was conducted. 
The one-way analysis of variance procedure was used to determine if there were 
differences in rating the overall perception of climate among support staff classified 
by their work responsibility/occupation or by their work site. This procedure also de­
termined the differences in ratings on each of the nine climate dimensions by support 
staff classified according to their occupation and assigned work site. 
The variability of the rating of the perception of the overall climate was analyzed 
using information from the ratings of the perceptions on the school climate/improve­
ment scales through the use of the statistical technique known as multiple regression. 
Canonical correlation analysis was conducted to determine if there were any 
relationships between the set of ratings of perceptions on the dimensions of climate 
and the set of biographic characteristics of the support staff, viz., sex and total years 
of employment. 
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CHAPTER 4. FINDINGS 
The purpose of this chapter is to present and analyze the data from the School 
Improvement Questionnaire (SIQ) developed specifically for this study. Data were 
compiled from the 359 computer scan answer sheets returned by selected support staff 
from the St. Joseph School District in St. Joseph, Missouri. This figure constituted 
an 84 percent return response rate. All data were analyzed using the Statistical 
Package for the Social 5czences(SPSS-X) computer program. For some analyses, 
both numerical and graphical representations of the data are presented. 
Research Questions 
The present study tested the reliability, discrimination power, and construct va­
lidity of the climate instrument developed to discern the pattern of shared perceptions 
of school climate from selected support staff. 
Question 1 
What is the internal consistency of the climate measure (as determined by Cron-
bach's Alpha)? 
The reliability coefficients are shown in Table 4.1 for the nine scales, for each 
of the respondent groups, and for all respondents. The SPSS-X computer package 
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reliability analysis routine was used to assess Cronbach's alpha coefficient. Reliability 
coefficients indicating internal consistency of each of the nine scales ranged from .58 
to .90 with seven of the nine scales (78 percent) above .80. The full version of the 
questionnaire has a reliability coefficient of .97, which indicates that the items are 
highly interrelated. It also indicates that the participants responded consistently 
to related questions in the same manner. Even though the content differed for the 
questions, participants answered with great consistency to questions by using ratings 
that generally agreed across items. 
Although the cohesiveness and expectations scales each contained four items, 
their reliability coefficients were fairly good across all respondents, .71 and .83, re­
spectively (see Table 4.1). The highest reliability coefficient. was .94 for the student 
attitudes scale for paraprofessionals. The five bus drivers had the lowest reliability 
coefficient (.04) in the cohesiveness dimension. The work environment dimension had 
low reliability coefficients across all respondent groups. 
Generally speaking, these results indicate somewhat that there is a perceptual 
consensus or shared agreement among support staff at the St. Joseph School District 
regarding their perceptions of climate in the nine specified dimensions. 
Question 2 
What is the construct validity of the climate measure (as determined by factor 
analysis by using the Menne and Tolsma's (1971) item discrimination procedure to 
select questions)? 
The validity of any self-report measure is difficult to assess (Rogers, 1987). Price 
and Mueller (1986) point out that "validity refers to the linkage between the measure 
Table 4.1: Standardized Cronbach's Alpha coefficients broken down by participants' 
job category and entire sample 
Maintenance Clerical Food Bus All 
Scale Personnel Personnel Paraprofessionals Service Drivers Cases 
(N=80) (N=44) (N=51) (N=46) (N=5) (N=229) 
Work Environment .53 .68 .65 .59 .44 .58 
Goal Orientation .75 .83 .86 .78 .74 .81 
Esprit .73 .85 .80 .82 .68 .81 
Gohesiveness .65 .75 .76 .72 .04 .71 
Expectations .78 .83 .86 .83 .90 .83 
Adm Dedication and Enthusiasm .91 .84 .83 .90 .88 .90 
Student Attitudes .85 .89 .94 .89 .82 .89 
Support Staff Attitudes .82 .90 .87 .86 .88 .87 
Teacher Attitudes .89 .92 .89 .89 .80 .90 
Overall alpha .97 
Note. Adin=Adininistrator. 
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and the underlying construct, that is, the degree to which the measure captures the 
construct it is designed to measure" (p. 4). 
Construct validity requires the comparison of both the theoretical and empir­
ical relationships of the concept and is based on the empirical relationships being 
consistent with theory (Price & Mueller, 1986). Kleinmuntz (1967) states; 
Unquestionably, the most essential characteristic of a good psychologi­
cal measuring instrument is its validity, i.e., the extent to which a test 
actually measures what it sets out to measure, (p. 40) 
The first phase of assessing the construct validity of the SIQ was to select dis­
criminating items from the piloted instrument using the Menne and Tolsma (1971) 
methodology. Item discrimination power ensures that the questions selected are in­
deed valid as determined by the process of social validity or mass authorship. Thirty 
questions from the original 64 item instrument that discriminated between the .05 
and .01 level of significance were chosen to undergo factor analysis for inclusion in 
the final version of the instrument (see Table 4.2). The Cronbach Alpha reliability 
for Table 4.2 based on 30 items with discrimination > 13 percent is 0.936. 
The Menne and Tolsma (1971) procedure has been used by Hidlebaugh (1973), 
Look (1983), Judkins (1987), and Lueders (1987) for instrument development to 
determine if the discrimination power of items differed among group responses. The 
technique uses analysis of variance in which a percentage of total sum of squares due 
to the pattern of between-group variance determines whether an item discriminates. 
Menne and Tolsma (1971) maintain that the within-group variance should be low in 
relationship to the between group variance in order for an item to discriminate. It is 
their belief that characteristics of respondents are distinguishable. 
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Table 4.2: Item discrimination values in percent for key questions® 
Question 
Number X SD 
Item 
discrimination 
in percent ^ 
3 6.14 1.59 15 
5 6.20 1,83 20 
7 6.25 1.73 23 
9 3.90 1.99 21 
10 5.99 1.70 19 
12 5.39 1.72 13 
13 5.90 1.94 14 
15 5.62 1.56 13 
16 5.32 1.57 15 
17 5.19 1.78 18 
21 6.18 1.87 16 
22 . 5.22 1.82 14 
23 6.90 1.25 14 
24 5.85 1.63 19 
26 3.00 1.60 13 
27 6.12 1.70 14 
29 5.36 1.66 13 
30 4.86 1.57 15 
31 6.11 1.55 16 
32 5.53 1.51 14 
34 6.27 1.59 15 
37 6.22 1.68 23 
39 6.20 1.44 19 
40 5.18 1.99 16 
43 5.99 1.76 21 
45 5.36 1.42 14 
47 5.30 1.62 14 
51 6.40 1.79 18 
57 2.96 1.86 14 
60 5.71 1.58 15 
"Analysis based on 359 subjects in 20 job position groups. 
^13 percent equals discrimination at the .05 level of significance; 22 percent equals 
discrimination at the .01 level of significance. 
74 
Factor analysis is a statistical technique of representing a smaller number of 
hypothetical variables or factors (Kim and Mueller, 1978). This procedure can pro­
vide information on construct validity for measuring instruments. The basic notion 
of factor analysis is that each of a given number of responses may be an imperfect 
measure of a more general underlying dimension; it attempts to discover them, notes 
the contribution that each separate characteristic makes to the factors generated 
(Norusis, 1985; Quinn & Shepard, 1974). Issac and Michael (1981) point out that 
factor analysis provides a means for testing hypotheses regarding anticipated struc­
tures and for generating new hypotheses to account for unanticipated dimensions 
that may emerge. Kim and Mueller (1978) emphasize that factor analyses assumes 
the postulate of parsimony through the selection of fewest and most salient patterns 
of dimensions with the observed data. 
Discriminating questions from the Menne and Tolsma (1971) procedure were fac­
tor analyzed to identify the dimensions (factor structure) of the instrument designed 
to measure perceptions about climate from support staff. Objectives were to describe 
the factors identified and describe the reliability of the subset of questions comprising 
the identified factors. 
The correlation matrix of the thirty discriminating questions was subjected to 
principal axis factoring with iteration to explain the correlations or covariances among 
the questions. Factors were rotated with the direct oblimin oblique rotation resulting 
in a six factor solution that was extracted with eigenvalues exceeding 0.5. Direct 
oblimin is "a method of oblique rotation in which rotation is performed without re­
sorting to reference axes" (Kim & Mueller, 1978, p. 76). Oblique rotation implies 
that the factors are correlated. Rummel (1970) discusses the advantages of oblique 
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Table 4.3: Statistics from oblimin rotation 
Percent of Variance 
Factor Eigenvalue Explained Cumulative Percent 
1 12.15953 40.5 40.5 
2 1.33482 4.4 45.0 
3 1.15596 3.9 48.8 
4 .74066 2.5 51.3 
5 .65956 2.2 53.5 
6 .53054 1.8 55.3 
rotation over orthogonal rotation. First, it yields more information with better de­
fined variables. Second, oblique rotation allows for the reality that variables are 
interrelated. Kerlinger (1964) states that "factor structures can be better fitted with 
oblique axes and simple structure criteria better satisfied" (p. 670). 
A scree test plotted the eigenvalues against the factors of the thirty (30) discrim­
inating questions and indicated that six factors could be retained (see Figure 4.1). 
The eigenvalue serves both as a criterion to determine the "number of factors to ex­
tract and a measure of variance accounted for by a given dimension" (Kim & Mueller, 
1978, p. 76). These authors also define the scree-test as "a rule-of-thumb criterion 
for determining the number of significant factors to retain; it is based on the graph 
of roots (eigenvalues) ..." (p. 86). The curve levels off when the factors begin to 
measure random error. 
Displayed in Table 4.3 are the six factors that accounted for 55.3 percent of the 
variance with their eigenvalues. All factor loadings are >| ±.30 |. Question 9 ("What 
is the noise level in your work unit?") and question 26 ("How often are goals ignored 
in decisions made in this school?") did not load. Factor 1 alone accounted for 40.5 
percent of the variance in the final version of the SIQ which contained 28 questions. 
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Figure 4.1: Illustration of Scree-Test for factors of discrimination question items 
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As presented in Table 4.4, Factor 1 has eleven questions with factor loadings 
greater than 0.35, Factors 2, 3, 4, 5, and 6 had 2 through 6 questions loading on them 
each. When examining the content of the questions loaded on each of the factors, 
Factor 1 was found to be a general factor and the others were more specific. The first 
factor was titled General Attitudes. The second Factor has all of the a priori questions 
of the administrator dedication and enthusiasm dimension except for one ("How 
well does your principal or supervisor react to your opinions and suggestions?"). 
Because these questions loaded on this factor and the name seems descriptive, it 
retained the label of Administrator Dedication and Enthusiasm. Factor 3 was a little 
difficult to discern, but after closely examining the questions that loaded, it appears 
to address the area of Task Variety. Two items from the esprit dimension loaded on 
the fourth factor. The fourth factor loadings also appear to request perceptions about 
satisfaction from task and social relations. This factor was called Esprit. The fifth 
factor has two questions from the support staff attitudes dimension and appears to 
address relationships between school employees. It was labeled Relationship. Finally, 
the last factor appears to be examining the job challenges of the work situation. It 
was designated Work Challenge. 
A rerun of the Cronbach Alpha reliability program on the final 28-item instru­
ment showed overall reliability of .927 for all respondents. The derived factors of 
general attitudes, administrator dedication and enthusiasm, task variety, esprit, rela­
tionship, and work challenge had reliabilities of .925, .905, .466, .433, .642, and .820, 
respectively. Reliability coefficients were excellent for the factors of general attitudes, 
administrator dedication and enthusiasm, and work challenge. The final version of 
the instrument is displayed in Appendix C. 
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Table 4.4: Factor loadings and communalities 
Factor 
loading Question 
Factor 1: General Attitudes (n = 11) 
.821 30 
.747 32 
.657 47 
.649 16 
.523 12 
.502 24 
.468 40 
.441. 22 
.440 45 
.407 29 
.354 60 
eesf 
.699 
.691 
.633 
.568 
.530 
.713 
.558 
ployees? 
To what extent 
How well do stu 
How skillful are l 
of their ability? 
How much is tt 
regular basis? 
Factor 2: Administrator Dedication and Enthusiasm (n=6) 
-.870 21 To what extent do you consider your principal/supervisor to be .793 
supportive? 
-.775 5 How well does the principal or supervisor set an example by .686 
working hard himself/herself? 
-.741 37 How would you describe your principal's/supervisor's drive and .679 
enthusiasm? 
-.731 51 How would you describe your principal's/supervisor's fairness .661 
in dealing with you? 
-.649 10 How well does the principal or supervisor make sure that ev- .544 
eryone knows what the school or work unit goals are? 
-.631 13 To what extent does your principal or supervisor show appre- .585 
ciation for your work? 
79 
Table 4.4 (Continued) 
Factor 
loading Question h'^  
Factor 3: Task Variety (n = 2) 
.649 17 How heavy is your workload in this school or work unit? .426 
.463 27 To what extent do you do different things in your job? .265 
Factor 4: Esprit (n = 3) 
-.676 3 How satisfying is your work? .531 
.632 57 How much do you feel you are wasting your talents in this job? .437 
-.375 7 In your work unit, is it every support staff worker for him­ .537 
self/herself, or do people work together? 
Factor 5: Relationship (n =2) 
.397 39 How much respect does the support staff show teachers? .619 
.378 23 To what extent do you and your co-workers strive to do your .487 
best? 
Factor 6: Work Challenge (n = 4) 
-.565 15 How energetic is the support staff when performing tasks? .552 
-.550 34 How would you describe the commitment of support staff to .592 
quality performance in your work unit? 
-.429 31 How much pride does the support staff have in this school? .644 
-.378 43 In your work unit, do most support staff feel it is worthwhile .604 
or a waste of time to do their best? 
Research Hypotheses 
The research hypotheses for the present investigation, were stated in the null 
form. Kerlinger (1964) states: "The null hypothesis is a succinct way to express 
the testing of obtained data against expectation. The null hypothesis is the chance 
expectation" (p. 175). Fisher (1951) maintains that: "Every experiment may be said 
to exist only to give facts a chance of disproving the null hypothesis" (p. 16). Issac 
and Michael (1981) assert that "it is an hypothesis set up for possible rejection ..." 
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(p. 184). 
Hypothesis 1 
There is no significant difference in rating overall climate perception among 
support staff classified by their work responsibility or occupation. 
Perceptual measures of climate by the selected support staff members of the 
St. Joseph School District were aggregated to yield a total score for each identified 
group on rating the perception of summary or overall climate. The last question 
on the instrument addressed it by asking respondents to describe their summary 
perception of the environment in their work unit/school as a place to work and for 
children to learn. As shown in Figure 4.2, the most favorable rating (6.62) of the 
perception of overall climate was obtained from the paraprofessionals and the least 
favorable (5.09) was rated by the bus drivers. For all participants in the study, the 
overall climate was rated 6.31 as displayed in Appendix B. 
Relationships among ratings of the overall climate by subgroups of support staff 
classified by occupation were explored using the one-way analysis of variance proce­
dure. This statistical technique is a powerful aid that allows the researcher to design 
studies more efficiently and to generalize more broadly (Minium, 1978). The Duncan 
unplanned or post hoc multiple comparison procedure was used as a follow-up test 
of means that were significant. Multiple range comparison procedures reveal where 
the differences are (Norusis, 1987). The main objective of analysis of variance is to 
test whether the difference or variance among means of groups is significant or due 
to chance alone (Moore, 1983). 
The ratings of clerical, food service, maintenance personnel, paraprofessionals. 
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Figure 4.2; Overall climate perception by occupation 
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and bus drivers were compared to determine if they differed in their perception of 
overall climate of the school environment as a place to work and for children to learn. 
Both between-group differences in perceptions were assessed by a separate one-way 
ANOVA with overall climate as the dependent variable. 
Table 4.5: One-way analysis of variance of overall climate 
Analysis of 
Independent variance Duncan multiple 
variable %(Ar) SD F p comparison 
Occupations 6.31(300) 1.50 2.87 .0233 Busdr < Maint and Cler and 
Foodser and Paras 
Cler 6.29(62) 1.53 
Paras 6.62(61) 1.37 
Busdr 5.09(11) 2.02 
Foodser 6.44(68) 1.44 
Maint 6.18(95) 1.47 
Work Sites 6.31(300) 1.50 6.68 .0002 Centr < MS and HS and 
Elem 
Elem 6.66(116) 1.50 
MS 6.31(32) 1.64 
HS 6.38(76) 1.21 
Centr 5.70(76) 1.55 
Note. Cler=clerical, Paras=paraprofessionals, Busdr=bus drivers, Foodser—food ser­
vice, Maint=maintenance, Elem=elementary schools, MS=middle schools, HS=high 
schools, Centr=central office. Duncan multiple comparisons significant at p < .05. 
The resulting F-ratio was statistically significant (p < .05). Evidence supports 
rejection of the null hypothesis. Support staff classified by work responsibility differed 
in their perception of the overall climate. The data are presented in Table 4.5. 
Among support staff classified by occupation, the bus drivers rated their perception 
of the overall climate significantly lower than maintenance, clerical, or food service 
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personnel, and paraprofessionals. 
Hypothesis 2 
There is no significant difference in rating overall climate perception among 
support staff classified by their work site. 
The classification by work site or subunits included the elementary, middle, and 
high school buildings, along with central office buildings. Support staff in central 
office buildings rated the overall climate the least favorable (5.70) of all subunits or 
organizational levels in the district (see Figure 4.3). The support staff in middle and 
secondary schools rated their overall perception of school climate about the same, 6.31 
and 6,38, respectively. Whereas, the elementary support staff rated their perception 
of overall climate the best (6.66) of all work units. 
To determine subunit differences in the perception of overall climate by support 
staff classified by work site, the one-way analysis of variance was employed. The 
F-value was 6.68, which is statistically significant (p < .001). As shown in Table 4.5, 
it is evident that the null hypothesis is rejected. Support staff located in the central 
office buildings rated their perception of the overall climate significantly lower than 
support staff in the school buildings (see Table 4.5). 
Hypothesis 3 
There is no significant difference in the ratings of perceptions on each climate 
dimension among support staff classified by work responsibility or occupation. 
As a preliminary analysis to determine whether selected support staff's percep­
tions of climate were indeed different from each other in the sample, the groups were 
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Figure 4.3: Overall climate perception by work site 
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compared on each of the nine climate dimensions. Displayed in Table 4.6 are the 
means and standard deviations for the climate dimensions broken down by the job 
categories of the participant sample. The most favorable perception was calculated 
from the paraprofessionals in the climate dimension of administrator dedication and 
enthusiasm (6.46). Bus drivers rated their perception of student attitudes the least 
favorable (4.47) among the support staff. The paraprofessionals rated their percep­
tion of climate the best on all climate dimensions except two. The clerical personnel 
rated their perception the highest on the esprit scale (6.25) and the food service 
personnel rated their perception of support staff attitudes the most favorable of all 
groups (6.56). Both bus drivers and the maintenance personnel consistently rated 
their perception of climate the least favorable across all dimensions compared to other 
support staff occupational groups as shown in Table 4.6. 
The climate dimension of student attitudes was rated the least favorable (5.05) 
by all support staff (see Figure 4.4). Whereas, the support staff attitudes scale was 
rated the most favorable (6.14) by the entire sample as shown in Figure 4.4. Goal 
orientation, cohesiveness, and the expectations dimensions had similar ratings of 5.70, 
5.75, and 5.76, respectively. 
Relationships among ratings of perceptions of climate were explored for each 
scale on the questionnaire using one-way analysis of variance and the Duncan multiple 
comparison procedure as a follow-up test of means that were significant. ANOVA 
is usually conducted as a two step process. The first step is to test the overall 
hypothesis of no differences in the means for the different groups (i.e., the overall 
test of significance). If this test is significant, the second step is to conduct follow-up 
tests to explain group differences. The data in the present study revealed significant 
Table 4.6: Means and standard deviations of climate dimensions and overall climate 
broken down by participant sample job category 
Clerical Paraprofessionals Bus Food Maintenance All 
Personnel Drivers Service Cases 
(N: =64) (N=66) (N= 13) (N= =91) (N= 113) (N= 359) 
Climate Dimension X SD X SD X SD A' SD X SD X SD 
Work Environment 5.62 .94 5.72 .81 5.25 .74 5.56 .80 5.41 .79 5.56 .83 
Goal Orientation 5.84 1.02 6.02 .94 5.08 .81 5.80 1.01 5.44 .93 5.70 .99 
Esprit 6.25 . 1.10 6.21 .99 5.77 .92 6.18 1.11 5.46 1.13 5.96 1.13 
Cohesiveness 5.71 1.20 5.82 1.10 5.27 .95 6.05 1.14 5.50 1.04 5.75 1.15 
Expectations 5.83 1.10 6.06 1.17 5.19 1.23 5.93 1.23 5.39 1.25 5.76 1.24 
Adm. Dedication 
and Enthusiasm 6.20 1.34 6.46 1.06 5.75 1.22 6.21 1.32 5.34 1.62 5.95 1.45 
Student Attitudes 5.22 1.01 5.25 1.37 4.47 1.16 5.30 1.10 4.69 1.18 5.05 1.19 
Support Staff 
Attitudes 6.21 1.12 6.41 .95 5.52 .96 6.56 1.04 5.62 1.06 6.14 1.12 
Teacher Attitudes 5.43 1.26 5.83 1.20 5.16 .99 5.65 1.24 5.05 1.38 5.43 1.34 
Overall Climate 6.29 1.53 6.62 1.36 5.09 2.02 6.44 1.43 6.18 1.47 6.31 1.50 
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Figure 4.4: Profile of climate dimensions and overall climate in total organization 
88 
differences among perceptions of climate by support staff classified by occupation (see 
Table 4.7). Eight out of nine (89 percent) of the F-ratios were statistically significant 
(p < .05). Thus, the null hypothesis is disproved. On all scales except one, the bus 
drivers and/or maintenance personnel rated their perception of climate significantly 
lower than one or more of the other support staff groups. The work environment 
scale resulted in no significant differences for any of the groups. 
The climate dimensions of goal orientation, student attitudes, and support staff 
attitudes were all rated significantly lower by both the bus drivers and maintenance 
personnel compared to the food service, clerical, and paraprofessional personnel. The 
maintenance group alone rated their perception of climate significantly lower than 
paraprofessionals, food service and clerical personnel in the dimensions of esprit and 
administrator dedication and enthusiasm (see Table 4.7). By the same token, it can be 
stated that the paraprofessionals, food service and clerical personnel rated their per­
ception significantly higher in the aforementioned dimensions. The clerical personnel 
rated their perception of climate significantly lower than the food service personnel 
in the dimensions of cohesiveness and support staff attitudes. The clerical personnel 
were also significantly lower than the paraprofessionals in their rating of perceptions 
of teacher attitudes. As shown in Table 4.7, the food service personnel rated their 
perception of cohesiveness significantly higher than bus drivers, maintenance, and 
clerical personnel. 
Hypothesis 4 
There is no significant difference in the ratings of perceptions on each climate 
dimension among support staff classified by work site. 
Table 4.7: Means, standard deviations, and one-way analysis of variance for climate 
dimensions by job category 
Analysis of 
Variance Duncan multiple 
X SD F p comparison 
Work Environment 
Clerical 
Paraprofessionals 
Bus Drivers 
Food Service 
Maintenance 
Goal Orientation 
Clerical 
Paraprofessionals 
Bus Drivers 
Food Service 
Maintenance 
Esprit 
Clerical 
Parap rofession als 
Bus Drivers 
Food Service 
Maintenance 
5.56(359) 
5.64(67) 
5.72(66) 
5.25(13) 
5.58(95) 
5.41(114) 
5.70(359) 
5.84(67) 
6.02(66) 
5.08(13) 
5.82(95) 
5.43(114) 
5.96(359) 
6.23(67) 
6.21(66) 
5.77(13) 
6.22(95) 
5.45(114) 
.83 
.93 
.81 
.73 
.80 
.79 
.99 
1.02 
.94 
.81 
1.00 
.99 
1.13 
1.08 
.99 
.92 
1.11 
1.13 
2.16 .072 ns 
6.08 .000 busdr < foodser and cler and paras; 
maint < foodser and cler and paras 
9.64 .000 maint < paras and foodser and cler 
Cohesiveness 5.75(359) 1.15 
Clerical 5.66(67) 1.25 
Paraprofessionals 5.82(66) 1.10 
Bus Drivers 5.27(13) .95 
Food Service 6.11(95) 1.16 
Maintenance 5.51(114) 1.04 
Expectations 5.76(359) 1.24 
Clerical 5.93(65) 1.12 
Paraprofessionals 6.06(66) 1.17 
Bus Drivers 5.19(13) 1.23 
Food Service 5.93(91) 1.23 
Maintenance 5.39(113) 1.25 
Administrator Dedication 
and Enthusiasm 5.95(359) 1.45 
Clerical 6.15(67) 1.39 
Paraprofessionals 6.45(66) 1.06 
Bus Drivers 5.75(13) 1.22 
Food Service 6.22(95) 1.31 
Maintenance 5.32(114) 1.63 
Note. busdr=bus Drivers, foodser—food service 
ns=not significant. 
4.55 .001 busdr < foodser; maint < foodser; 
cler < foodser 
5.14 .001 busdr < paras; maint < cler and foodser 
and paras 
oo 
9.41 .000 maint < cler and foodser and paras 
maint—maintenance, cler=Clerical, paras=Paraprofessionals, 
Table 4.7 (Continued) 
Analysis of 
Variance Duncan multiple 
X SD F p comparison 
Student Attitudes 5.05(359) 1.19 5.40 .000 busdr < cler and paras and foodser; 
maint < cler and paras and foodser 
Clerical 5.22(64) 1.01 
Paraprofessionals 5.25(66) 1.37 
Bus Drivers 4.47(13) 1.16 
Food Service 5.30(94) 1.09 
Maintenance 4.69(114) 1.17 
Support Staff 
Attitudes 6.14(359) 1.12 13.42 .000 busdr < cler and paras and foodser; 
maint < cler and paras and foodser; 
cler < foodser 
Clerical 6.17(67) 1.12 
Paraprofessionals 6.41(66) .95 
Bus Drivers 5.52(13) .96 
Food Service 6.59(95) 1.03 
Maintenance 5.63(114) 1.07 
Teacher Attitudes 5.43(359) 1.34 5.14 .001 maint < foodser and paras; cler < paras 
Cîlerical 5.31(67) 1.37 
Paraprofessionals 5.83(66) 1.20 
Bus Drivers 5.16(13) .99 
Food Service 5.70(94) 1.26 
Maintenance 5.06(114) 1.38 
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Displayed in Appendix B are: 1) the total organization report, 2) a sample build­
ing report, and 3) sample level and classification reports submitted to the St. Joseph 
School District. Inspection of these reports revealed that the student attitudes scale 
was rated the least favorable of all climate dimensions (see Appendix B). Out of 
twenty-five school buildings that reported data, seventeen, or 68 percent of the ac­
tual school buildings in the St. Joseph School District, were rated least favorable in 
the climate dimension of student attitudes by support staff. 
The analyses of response patterns of the support staff classified by work site re­
vealed some striking differences and commonalities. The one-way analysis of variance 
was used to determine the impact of subunit organizational levels, viz., high schools, 
middle schools, elementary schools, and central office buildings, on perceptions of 
climate. 
Displayed in Table 4.8 are the data from the ANOVA output. All resulting F-
values were significant (p < .05). The null hypothesis is disproved. Support staff 
classified by work site differed significantly in their perception of climate as shown 
in Table 4.8. The support staff in the central office buildings rated their perception 
of climate significantly lower than at least two subunit levels on all climate dimen­
sions. The support staff in the elementary school buildings rated their perception 
of climate significantly higher than at least one other organizational level on all di­
mensions. Support staff located in the elementary schools rated their perception of 
climate significantly higher than support staff in high schools in the dimensions of 
work environment, goal orientation, cohesiveness, expectations, student attitudes, 
support staff attitudes, and teacher attitudes. For the dimensions of goal orienta­
tion, cohesiveness, expectations, and administrator dedication and enthusiasm, it is 
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interesting to note that the support staff in the high schools, middle schools, and 
elementary schools, all rated their perception higher than central office support staff. 
Hypothesis 5 
There are no relationships between the overall climate perception rating and 
ratings on nine school climate dimensions as perceived by selected support staff. 
To analyze the variability of the rating of the perception of overall climate, 
multiple regression was used to explain the differences in its ratings. First, the 
Pearson correlation coefficient was used to determine the associations between the 
instrument's scales and the rating of the perception of overall climate. Table 4.9 shows 
these relationships. The means, standard deviations, and correlation coefficients 
of the instrument's scales with the overall rating of the perception of climate are 
given. Each of the scales and the rating of overall climate showed moderate to strong 
correlations with each other. All correlations are above .50 and significant (p < .001). 
Goal orientation and cohesiveness have the highest correlations of .76, respectively, 
with overall climate. The lowest correlation of the perception of overall climate with 
one of the scales was computed with the administration dedication and enthusiasm 
dimension (.59), which is moderately strong. 
The stepwise procedure of multiple linear regression in the Statistical Package for 
the Social Sciences (SPSSx) computer program was used to determine the significant 
beta (^) weights of key dimensions relating to the rating of the perception of overall 
climate in the final regression equation. 
As shown in Table 4.10, the standardized beta coefficients are significant at the 
.001 level (p < .001). The keystone dimensions that significantly affect the rating 
Table 4.8: Means, standard deviations, and one-way analysis of variance for climate 
dimensions by work site 
Analysis of 
Variance Duncan multiple 
X SD F P comparison 
Work Environment 5.56(359) .83 10.49 .000 centr < HS and MS and elem; HS < elem 
High Schools 5.38(87) .69 
Middle Schools 5.82(40) .65 
Elementary 5.79(136) .85 
Central Offices 5.28(96) .83 
Goal Orientation 5.70(359) .99 13.04 .000 centr < elem and MS; HS < elem and MS 
High Schools 5.69(87) .99 
Middle Schools 5.77(40) .90 
Elementary 6.03(136) .99 
Central Offices 5.24(96) .86 
Esprit 5.96(359) 1.13 4.97 .002 centr < HS and elem 
High Schools 6.02(87) 1.06 
Middle Schools 6.03(40) 1.27 
Elementary 6.16(136) 1.18 
Central Offices 5.60(96) .99 
Cohesiveness 5.75(359) 1.15 15.00 .000 centr < HS and MS and elem; HS < elem 
High Schools 5.75(87) 1.13 
Middle Schools 5.85(40) 1.15 
Elementary 6.14(136) 1.11 
Central Offices 5.17(96) .97 
Expectations 5.76(359) 1.24 16.28 .000 centr < HS and MS and elem; HS < elem; 
MS < elem 
High Schools 5.68(84) 1.15 
Middle Schools 5.77(40) 1.32 
Elementary 6.23(134) 1.16 
Central Offices 5.14(94) 1.12 
Administrator Dedication 
and Enthusiasm 5.95(359) 1.45 17.45 .000 centr < HS and MS and elem 
High Schools 6.10(87) 1.27 
Middle Schools 6.27(40) 1.39 
Elementary 6.35(136) 1.33 
Central Offices 5.10(96) 1.47 
Note. centr=Central Offices. HS=high schools, elem=Elementary schools, MS=middle schools. 
CD to 
cr 
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Table 4.8 (Continued) 
Analysis of 
Variance Duncan multiple 
X SD F P comparison 
Student Attitudes 5.05(359) 1.19 10.80 .000 centr < HS and elem; MS < elem; 
HS < elem 
High Schools 5.01(86) 1.02 
Middle Schools 4.87(40) 1.19 
Elementary 5.44(136) 1.28 
Central Offices 4.58(93) 1.01 
Support Staff Attitudes 6,14(359) 1.12 20.99 .000 centr < HS and MS and elem; HS < elem 
High Schools 6.14(87) 1.10 
Middle Schools 6.35(40) 1.05 
Elementary 6.54(136) 1.04 
Central Offices 5.47(96) .96 
Teacher Attitudes 5.43(359) 1.34 30.42 .000 centr < HS and MS and elem; HS < elem 
High Schools 5.35(86) 1.15 
Middle Schools 5.68(40) 1.19 
Elementary 6.05(136) 1.29 
Central Offices 4.54(96) 1.13 
Table 4.9: Correlations, means, and standard deviations for climate dimensions and 
the overall climate variable 
Climate Dimension 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 X SD 
1. Work Environment .69 .64 .59 .66 .55 .58 .66 .61 .62 5.56 .83 
2. Goal Orientation .70 .72 .76 .68 .72 .72 .73 .76 5.70 .99 
3. Esprit .65 .66 .73 .67 .74 .66 .67 5.96 1.13 
4. Cohesiveness .70 .59 .71 .72 .76 . .76 5.75 1.15 
5. Expectations .70 .70 .78 .77 .66 5.76 1.24 
6. Adm. Dedication and Enthusiasm .57 .68 .70 .59 5.95 1.45 
7. Student Attitudes .66 .71 .66 5.05 1.19 
8. Support Staff Attitudes .75 .65 6.14 1.12 
9. Teacher Attitudes .67 5.43 1.34 
10. Overall Climate 6.31 1.50 
Note. All correlations are significant at the .001 level. N = 347. 
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of the perception of overall climate are: goal orientation^ esprit, and cohesiveness. 
They combine to explain 63 percent of the variance in the rating of the perception 
of overall climate from support staff. The relationship between the three dimensions 
and the overall climate variable is strong (multiple R = .80). Goal orientation is 
the most powerful explanatory dimension for the rating of the perception of overall 
or global climate. To a lesser extent, both esprit and cohesiveness show a significant 
independent effect on rating perceptions of overall climate. These findings underscore 
the importance of these three dimensions influencing the perception of overall school 
climate and disprove the null hypothesis. 
Table 4.10: Multiple regression analysis of overall climate perception and scales 
Scale Beta F 
Goal Orientation .44 .57 61.362 * * 
Esprit .22 .62 19.207 * * 
Cohesiveness .21 .63 15.492 * 
Multiple R .80 
* p < .001. * * p < .0001. 
Hypothesis 6 
There are no relationships between the set of ratings on climate perception and 
the set of biographic characteristics of support staff, viz., gender and years of expe­
rience. 
To explain the overall association between climate measures and biographic char­
acteristics (i.e., respondents' years of service in the district and their gender), canon­
ical correlation analysis was employed. Chacko (1986) asserts: 
Canonical correlation analysis identifies coAiponents of one set of variables 
that are most highly related linearly to the components of the other set of 
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variables. The underlying logic of canonical correlation analysis involves 
the derivation of a linear combination of variables from each of the two 
sets of variables so that correlation between the two sets is maximized. 
(p. 2) 
A summary of descriptive statistics for years of service to the district found the 
average number of years of service to the district was 8.79 for 355 respondents (see 
Table 3.2). The breakdown of years into the ranges given in Table 4.11 indicates that 
over 50 percent (186) of the respondents fall into the range of five to fifteen years of 
service to the district. The least number of support staff fell in the range of service 
over 15 years (60 or 16.7 percent). 
Table 4,11: Breakdown of participant sample by years in district 
Years in District Absolute Relative Adjusted" Cumulative 
Frequency Frequency Frequency Frequency 
(percent) (percent) (percent) 
0 to 4 years 108 30.1 30.5 30.5 
5 to 15 years 186 51.8 52.5 83.1 
Over 15 years 60 16.7 16.9 100 
Unknown 5 1.4 
®The percentages in the "adjusted percent" column have been calculated based 
on the number of respondents remaining after eliminating missing year codes. 
Displayed in Table 4.12 are the mean responses of the climate perceptions broken 
down by years of service to the district. These years are categorized by three ranges 
of years. The support staff with five to fifteen years of service gave the most favorable 
rating to all dimensions. 
As shown in Table 4.13, the means and standard deviations for the climate 
dimensions are broken down by gender. The lowest perception of any climate dimen­
sion was rated by male support staff in student attitudes. In fact, the male support 
Table 4.12: Means and standard deviations of climate dimensions broken down by 
participants' service to district in ranges of years 
0 to 4 Years 5 to 15 Years Over 15 Years 
(N= 108) (N= 0
0 t-H (N=60) (N=359) 
Climate Dimension X SD X SD X SD Grand(A') SD 
Work Environment 5.50 .83 5.59 .81 5.52 .88 5.56 .83 
Goal Orientation 5.71 .99 5.74 .95 5.62 1.11 5.70 .99 
Esprit 5.78 1.14 6.07 1.06 5.94 1.31 5.96 1.13 
Cîohesiveness 5.73 1.12 5.80 1.12 5.64 1.30 5.75 1.15 
Expectations 5.77 1.20 5.79 1.21 5.59 1.38 5.76 1.24 
Adm Dedication 
and Enthusiasm 5.97 1.43 6.02 1.42 5.69 1.61 5.95 1.45 
Student Attitudes 4.91 1.21 5.17 1.15 4.92 1.27 5.05 1.19 
Support Staff 
Attitudes 6.07 1.02 6.18 1.15 6.10 1.18 6.14 1.12 
Teacher Attitudes 5.43 1.26 5.50 1.32 5.19 1.49 5.43 1.34 
Note. Adni=administrator. 
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staff rated their perception of climate lower than the female support staff in all di­
mensions. Females gave the highest rating to the support staff attitudes dimension 
(6.34), followed closely by the administrator dedication and enthusiasm dimension 
(6.19). Figure 4.5 gives the graphical representation of data presented in Table 4.13. 
The simple correlations between the nine climate dimensions (i.e., dependent 
variables) and the two biographic characteristics (i.e., independent variables) are 
shown in Table 4.14. Anastasi (1968) states that a "correlation coefficient expresses 
the degree of correspondence, or relationship, between two sets of scores" (p. 112). 
The correlation coefficient may take on any value from 0.00 (no relationship) to +100 
(perfect positive relationship) or -1.00 (perfect negative or inverse relationship). All 
between set correlations for the variables to be considered for canonical correlation 
analysis are smaller than .25 in magnitude. The largest correlation coefficient is 
between esprit and sex (.201), with the smallest in magnitude (.007) attached to 
both cohesiveness and student attitudes with years of service to the district. 
The four multivariate tests of significance yielded significant F-ratios (p < .001) 
to show that there are statistical relationships between the set of ratings of percep­
tions of climate and the set of biographic characteristics (see Table 4.15). 
Canonical coefficients indicate the contribution a single variable makes to the 
explanatory power of the set of variables. In other words, they provide independent 
contributions of the variables, viz., perceptions of climate and biographic character­
istics of respondents, to the variance of the composites, i.e., canonical variates. 
The data revealed that there are two significant canonical variates (p < .0001) 
associated with two sets of composite variables which disprove the null hypothesis 
(see Table 4.16). The largest number of canonical functions is equal to the number of 
Table 4.13: Means and standard deviations of climate dimensions broken down by 
participant sample gender 
N 
Male 
X SD N 
Female 
X SD 
Work Environment 112 5.41 .77 243 5.63 .84 
Goal Orientation 112 5.45 .87 243 5.81 1.04 
Esprit 112 5.55 1.13 240 6.14 1.10 
Cohesiveness 112 5.50 1.05 243 5.86 1.18 
Expectations 109 5.38 1.16 239 5.92 1.25 
Adm. Dedication and Enthusiasm 112 5.34 1.55 243 6.19 1.33 
Student Attitudes 112 4.70 1.11 239 5.21 1.20 
Support Staff Attitudes 112 5.67 .99 243 6.34 1.12 
Teacher Attitudes 111 5.06 1.30 243 5.58 1.33 
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Figure 4.5: Perceptions of climate dimensions by male and female respondents 
Table 4.14: Simple correlations between variables on canonical composites 
WKEN GO ES CO EX ADE SA SUA • TA 
Sex .075 .054 .201** .063 .099* .172* .119* .166* .074 
Years of Service -.016 -.035 .044 -.007 -.041 -.060 .007 .030 -.052 
Note. WKEN=work environment, GO—goal orientation, ES=esprit, CO=cohesiveness, EX=expectations, 
ADE=administrator dedication and enthusiasm, SA=student attitudes, SUA=support staff attitudes, TA=teacher 
altitudes. 
• p < .05. * * p < .01. 
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Table 4.15: Multivariate tests of significance for canonical correlation analysis 
Test Name Value Approx. F df P 
Pillai's .15123 3.03561 18,668 .000 
Hotelling's .16846 3.10715 18,664 .000 
Wilks' .85257 3.07149 18,666 .000 
Roy's .11939 
variables in the smaller set whether left or right. The two variates needed to explain 
the relationship between the sets of climate dimensions and biographic characteristics 
are mutually independent because canonical correlation derives its variates in a way 
to insure that they are uncorrelated. As shown in Table 4.16, the first canonical 
correlation accounts for 80 percent of the variance in the eleven total indicators for the 
climate dimensions and biographic characteristics. The second canonical correlation 
only accounts for 20 percent of the variance. Certainly, the first variate gives a more 
powerful explanation for the association between the two sets of composite variables. 
Table 4.16: Eigenvalues and canonical correlations 
Root No. Eigenvalue Pet. Cum. Pet. Canon. Cor. Squared Cor. 
1 .13558 80.483 80.483 .34553 .11939 
2 .03288 19.517 100.000 .17841 .03183 
Displayed in Table 4.17 and Table 4.18, the first variate represents 39.31 per­
cent of the variance in the rating of perceptions of climate and 51.33 percent of the 
variance in the biographic characteristics of respondents. On the average, only 4.69 
percent of the variance of the set of ratings of perceptions in the climate dimensions 
is reproducible by the biographic characteristic variables for the first variate. By 
the same token, for the second variate, only a miniscule amount, 0.30 percent of the 
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climate dimensions can be duplicated by the set of biographic characteristics. 
Table 4.17: Variance explained by canonical variables of dependent variables 
Can. Var. Pet Var Dep Cum Pet Dep Pet Var Cov Cum Pet Cov 
1 39.31161 39.31161 4.69358 4.69358 
2 9.43698 48.74859 .30039 4.99397 
The second variate represents 9.44 percent of the variance in the climate dimen­
sions and 48.67 percent of the variance in the biographic characteristics (see Table 
4.17 and Table 4.18). For the set of biographic characteristics on the first variate, an 
average of 6.13 percent of its variance is reproducible by the set of ratings of percep­
tions on climate. The second variate reproduces merely 1.55 percent of the variance 
for the set of biographic characteristics for respondents by the dependent variables. 
Table 4.18: Variance explained by canonical variables of the covariates 
Can. Var. Pet Var Dep Cum Pet Dep Pet Var Cov Cum Pet Cov 
1 6.12873 6.12873 51.33189 51.33189 
2 1.54917 7.67791 48.66811 100.00000 
Canonical variates are weighted averages of the perceptions of climate and re­
spondent biographic characteristics. The variates in either set may be interpreted as 
factors (Darlington, Weinberg & Walberg, 1973). The first canonical variate loads 
with the negative relevant climate dimensions of administrator dedication and enthu­
siasm, and support staff attitudes (see Table 4.19). For the biographic characteristics, 
gender of respondents loads on canonical variate 1 with a negative influence. All sig­
nificant coefficients that explain the first canonical variate are negative. Support staff 
attitudes and gender have the most explanatory power for the first variate. 
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Table 4.19: Standardized canonical coefficients and correlations 
Canonical Canonical 
variate variate 
1 2 
Climate Dimensions 
Work Environment .39 -.19 
Goal Orientation .15 -.29 
Esprit -.14 .81 
Cohesiveness .18 .26 
Expectations .27 -.44 
Administrator Dedication and Enthusiasm -.54 -.94 
Student Attitudes -.28 .07 
Support Staff Attitudes -1.04 .88 
Teacher Attitudes .16 -.52 
Biographic Characteristics 
Sex -1.00 -.17 
Years in District -.03 1.01 
Canonical Correlations .34* .18* 
* p < .0001. 
As shown in Table 4.19, the second canonical variate is influenced by the per­
ceptions of climate in the following dimensions: esprit, expectations, administrator 
dedication and enthusiasm, support staff attitudes, and teacher attitudes. Five or 56 
percent of the climate dimensions load on the second variate. Esprit, administrator 
dedication and enthusiasm, and support staff attitudes have the most influence on 
the second variate. Negative loadings for the second variate include the dimensions of 
expectations, administrator dedication and enthusiasm, and teacher attitudes. The 
two canonical functions have powerful influences from the perceptions of climate in 
the dimension of support staff attitudes with a negative loading on the first variate. 
This loading has the largest magnitude of any of the coefficients present in the two 
104 
canonical variâtes. Both canonical correlations are small (.34 and .18). 
Thus the canonical correlation analysis shows from inspection of the first canon­
ical variate that climate perceptions in the dimensions of support staff attitudes, and 
administrator dedication and enthusiasm are related to respondents' gender. The sex 
of the respondents is related significantly to the improved perception of climate in the 
dimensions of support staff attitudes, and administrator dedication and enthusiasm. 
As shown in Figure 4.5, it appears that females have a better perception of climate 
in the dimensions of support staff attitudes, and administrator dedication and en­
thusiasm. This variate is certainly the most powerful of the two. It accounts for 80 
percent of the variance. The second variate has very little influence, accounting for 
only 20 percent of the variance. It appears that the longer the support staff are in 
the district, the better their attitudes and perception of esprit become. Yet, on the 
flip side of the coin, their perceptions of administrator dedication and enthusiasm 
and expectations deteriorate the longer they remain in the district. 
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CHAPTER 5. SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND 
RECOMMENDATIONS 
The improvement of school climate is a major focus for most strategic plans 
of schools and/or school districts. Research has shown that student learning can 
be affected positively or adversely by the climate of a school. There is a correlation 
between climate and school employees' behavior and attitudes. The literature implies 
that climate makes the difference between the success or failure of the school and its 
students. 
Summary 
This investigation was an exploratory field study whose broad objective was to 
develop and validate a climate instrument for selected support staff. Kerlinger (1964) 
states that these studies are "indispensable to scientific advance in the social sciences" 
(p. 389). It was discovered that certain relationships existed among shared climate 
perceptions of the support staff. 
There is a well-spring of research on the measurement of climate from teachers 
and administrators, and more recently from students and parents. The support staff 
employees selected for this study have rarely been given an opportunity to report 
their perceptions on school climate. The present study was an attempt to address 
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the void in the current data base. School climate exists because of the interaction of 
all who work and learn in that environment. 
The first phase of the study systematically developed and designed the question­
naire. A taxonomy for the item pool was generated for the climate instrument by 
using the School Improvement Inventory (SII), other related instruments, and effec­
tive school practice, as frames of reference. Reoccurring central themes in the writ­
ings of experts on describing organizational and school climate served as the guide for 
selecting items to be included in the instrument. Items were selected to represent var­
ious conditions of the school climate. Scales were developed to operationalize school 
climate as perceived by selected support staff workers in the following dimensions: 
1) work environment, 2) goal orientation, 3) esprit, 4) cohesiveness, 5) expectations, 
6) administrator dedication and enthusiasm, 7) student attitudes, 8) support staff 
attitudes, and 9) teacher attitudes. A Likert-type scale with eight points was used 
to measure the attitude rating scales of the questionnaire. An expert panel deter­
mined the content validity of the measuring device. The instrument was constructed 
such that the support staff responses were recorded to yield opinions of their attitude 
toward school climate: the universe of interest for the study. 
The questionnaire of 64 items was pre-piloted on a group of school administrators 
to identify improvements needed in format and directions. Items were revised or 
deleted according to the comments and requests of the pre-piloted group. 
The second phase involved field testing and empirically validating the instru­
ment. Support staff of the St. Joseph School District in St. Joseph, Missouri were 
administered the questionnaire. The data from the instrument were analyzed using 
the Menne and Tolsma methodology. Each questions' discrimination index was com­
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puted using this technique. Items which discriminated at the .05 and .01 level of 
significance were identified for selection to be factor analyzed. A Cronbach Alpha 
reliability coefficient was computed for the discriminating questions. A total of 30 
items were found to discriminate at or beyond the 13 percent level. Reliability esti­
mates were calculated for both the initial and final measuring devices of the study. 
Factor analysis was used to determine the construct validity of the instrument. 
Descriptive statistics of the data were presented in both tabular and graphical 
modes. Administrators in the St. Joseph School District received reports for each 
building and classification level. 
The data from the initial instrument were further analyzed using the statistical 
tests of one-way analysis of variance, multiple regression, and canonical correlation 
analysis. The Duncan multiple comparison procedure was used as a follow up test to 
the ANOVAs to compare means of support staff classified by occupation and work site 
on their perception of overall climate and the set of nine dimensions of climate. The 
Pearson product-moment correlations and multiple regression were used to determine 
if there was a relationship between the perception of overall climate and the set of 
nine dimensions of climate specified by the study. Finally, the relationships between 
the respondents' set of biographic characteristics and the set of climate dimensions 
were explored using canonical correlation analysis. 
The data were analyzed to respond to the following research questions: 
1. What is the internal consistency of the climate measure (as determined by 
Cronbach's Alpha)? 
2. What is the construct validity of the climate measure (as determined by factor 
analysis by using the Menne and Tolsma's (1971) item discrimination procedure 
to select questions)? 
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Data were also analyzed to respond to the following research hypotheses: 
1. There is no significant difference in rating overall climate perception among 
support staff classified by their work responsibility or occupation. 
2. There is no significant difference in rating overall climate perception among 
support staff classified by their work site. 
3. There is no significant difference in the ratings of perceptions on each climate 
dimension among support staff classified by work responsibility or occupation. 
4. There is no significant difference in the ratings of perceptions on each climate 
dimension among support staff classified by work site. 
5. There are no relationships between the overall climate perception rating and 
ratings on nine school climate dimensions as perceived by selected support staff. 
6. There are no relationships between the set of ratings on climate perception and 
the set of biographic characteristics of support staff, viz., gender and years of 
experience. 
Findings from the data are listed below: 
1. The Cronbach Alpha reliability coefficient computed for each support staff 
group indicated that high internal consistency existed among the ratings of 
perceptions of climate except in the dimension of work environment. 
2. Twenty-eight of the thirty discriminating questions that were selected to be 
factor analyzed loaded for the final version of the instrument. 
3. The aggregated scores, i.e., means, of perceptions of overall climate showed 
that there was a difference among the five subgroups of support staff classified 
by occupation. The bus drivers rated overall climate comparatively harsher. 
Central office support staff had similar perceptions when grouped by work site. 
4. By far, the bus drivers and the maintenance personnel perceived climate signif­
icantly lower in comparison to other support staff groups when using the nine 
climate dimensions. 
5. Five out of nine (56 percent) of the dimensions {viz., goal orientation, cohesive-
ness, expectations, student attitudes, and support staff attitudes) were rated 
significantly lower by bus drivers and maintenance personnel in comparison to 
109 
at least one other subgroup of the support staff. The maintenance group alone 
rated their perceptions significantly lower compared to at least two other sup­
port staff groups in the areas of teacher attitudes and administrator dedication 
and enthusiasm. 
6. Bus drivers and maintenance personnel were not the only groups with signif­
icantly lower ratings on the climate dimensions. Clerical personnel were also 
significantly lower/harsher in their ratings on the dimensions of cohesiveness, 
support staff attitudes, and teacher attitudes, in comparison to the food ser­
vice personnel on the first two dimensions, and paraprofessionals on the last 
dimension cited. 
7. Paraprofessionals and food service personnel did not rate any of the nine climate 
dimensions lower or harsher compared to another support staff group. 
8. On all climate dimensions, the support staff assigned to the central office build­
ings {viz., the district office, media, and maintenance buildings) rated their 
perceptions of climate significantly lower in comparison to at least two other 
support staff groups classified by work site. 
9. Support staff located in the high schools rated their climate significantly lower 
than the elementary schools' support staff on all climate dimensions. 
10. The scales developed showed high intercorrelations to the overall climate per­
ception variable. 
11. Analysis revealed that there are three dimensions which related and influenced 
significantly the perception of the overall climate {viz., goal orientation, esprit, 
and cohesiveness). 
12. Gender appears to be related to the dimensions of support staff attitudes and 
administrator dedication and enthusiasm. Whereas, the length of time served 
in the district is somewhat linked to the support staff attitudes and esprit on 
the positive side; it was related to expectations and administrator dedication 
and enthusiasm on the negative side. 
To summarize the findings, all null hypotheses were rejected or disproved. Evi­
dence suggests that there are substantial differences in ratings of the overall or global 
perception of climate and each climate dimension for support staff classified by occu­
pation and/or work site. There is strong evidence that there are relationships between 
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rating overall climate and the ratings on the nine climate dimensions. Several scales 
offered more powerful explanations to the overall perception of climate. Information 
from the data suggest also that there are relationships among the climate dimensions 
and biographic characteristics of respondents. 
Conclusions 
The following conclusions are suggested based on the analysis of data collected 
in this investigation. 
1. The Menne and Tolsma (1971) procedure which in the past had been used 
to select items for performance evaluation of school personnel may be used to 
identify discriminating items to be factor analyzed in the development of a 
paper-and-pencil test to assess perceptions of climate from support staff. 
2. The overall Cronbach Alpha reliability coefficient was .97 for the original in­
strument of 64 questions. The final version of the climate instrument yielded a 
reliability coefficient of .923 for twenty-eight questions. 
3. Factor analysis provided the underlying structure of the original instrument. 
The final version of the climate instrument for support staff included the fol­
lowing dimensions: 1) general attitudes, 2) administrator dedication and en­
thusiasm, 3) task variety, 4) esprit, 5) relationship, and 6) work challenge. 
4. The data revealed significant differences in ratings of the overall or global per­
ception of climate among support staff classified by occupation and work site. 
5. There are significant differences among support staff classified by work respon­
sibility and location of work unit in their ratings of perceptions on the nine 
climate dimensions. 
6. There are significant relationships between the overall climate perception rating 
and ratings on nine school climate dimensions as perceived by selected support 
staff. 
7. There are evidences of relationships between the set of climate dimensions and 
the set of biographic characteristics of the respondent sample. 
I l l  
8. The bus drivers rated their perception of overall climate significantly lower/ 
harsher compared to the other support staff groups classified by occupation. 
9. The support staff located in the central offices rated their perception of overall 
climate significantly lower/harsher compared to other support staff classified 
by organizational level. 
10. Bus drivers, maintenance, and clerical personnel rated perceptions of several 
climate dimensions lower/harsher. Climate dimensions were also rated lower/ 
harsher by support staff located in the central offices and high schools. 
11. Goal orientation, esprit, and cohesiveness are the most powerful climate dimen­
sions to explain the overall climate perception of support staff. 
12. Gender and years of service to the district are related to the nine climate di­
mensions (see item number 12 on page 109). 
13. The climate was rated quite positive in the St. Joseph School District. 
Limitations 
Even though the climate instrument designed demonstrated good psychometric 
qualities, there are inherent limitations due to the design of the study that must 
be addressed. First, the sample was limited to the metropolitan area of St. Joseph, 
Missouri. Features and conditions of schools in this setting might limit the general-
izability of the findings. If the instrument is used in another setting, the issues of 
reliability and validity should be readdressed. 
Self-report perceptual data provided by pencil-and-paper instruments is the sec­
ond limitation. This type of instrument cannot measure directly what is actually the 
situation; rather, it measures the support staff's perceptions of what is going on in 
the school. However, the method is one of the many useful tools to measure school 
climate. More objective measures of school climate include examining school absen­
teeism and turnover records of the support staff. This information should accompany 
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any self-report data on school climate to validate the shared perceptions against an 
objective measure of reality. Guion (1973) states: 
The construct validity of a measure of perception of a climate variable 
is related to the question of the accuracy of those perceptions, i.e., the 
accuracy of predicting (or identifying) an objective measure of reality 
being perceived. Unless there is such an objective, external measure of 
the characteristic of the environment itself, the question of accuracy of 
perception cannot be answered, (p. 129) 
A concern of many climate researchers is whether the use of aggregated perceptual 
data accurately represents true conditions in a given situation (Jones & James, 1979). 
Johannesson (1973) suggests the use of non-participant observers to measure climate 
by recording critical behavior actions among members of the organization (e.g., how 
work is assigned, or how rewards are distributed). 
These limitations should help guide future research on climate and the support 
staff. However, this study has provided a multivariate look at the work environment 
for support staff of a school district. 
Discussion 
The present investigation tapped support staff attitudes regarding their percep­
tions of school climate. One goal of the study was to give district administrators and 
principals of the St. Joseph School District feedback on climate perceptions in nine 
dimensions by support staff. 
There was convincing evidence that the instrument developed specifically to 
discern the pattern of shared perceptions of climate by support staff was a reliable 
and valid multidimensional assessment of school climate. 
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Reliability examinations of both the original a priori scales and the resulting 
factor analyzed scales were conducted. Internal consistency reliability was the method 
employed to determine the reliability of subjects' responses to all questions in the 
climate instrument. The initial questionnaire developed in this study showed high 
reliability as a measure of shared perception of school climate by support staff in the 
St. Joseph School District. The scales derived after factor analysis indicated excellent 
reliability for half (50 percent) of the factors. They included six factors: general 
attitudes, administrator dedication and enthusiasm, and work challenge. However, 
the reliability coefficient of the relationship factor was moderately fair. But reliability 
coefficients were poor for the task variety and esprit factors extracted. The overall 
alpha reliability coefficient for the final version of the instrument was excellent. 
Data analysis of the construct validity indicated to some extent that the orig­
inal a priori scales measured what they purported to measure and showed validity. 
The majority of the thirty discriminating questions that were factor analyzed from 
the initial instrument collapsed into the General Attitudes factor with eleven items. 
This factor relates to the combination of the student, support staff, and teacher at­
titudes dimensions in the initial version of the instrument. Both the Esprit and the 
Administrator Dedication and Enthusiasm dimensions were retained in the final fac­
tor analyzed version of the instrument. Related dimensions that surfaced as derived 
factors included: Task Variety^ Relationship^ and Work Challenge. The number of 
questions on these factors ranged from two to six items. 
In an extensive review of the existing climate measures, Campbell et al. (1970) 
found four factors common across all investigations: "1) Individual autonomy, 2) The 
degree of structure imposed upon the position, 3) Reward orientation, and 4) Consid­
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eration, warmth, and support" (p. 393). A parsimonious set of climate dimensions 
derived by Jones and James (1979) are believed to apply across a variety of situa­
tions. Their dimensions are: 1) conflict and ambiguity, 2) job challenge, importance, 
and variety, 3) leader facilitation and support, 4) workgroup cooperation, friendli­
ness, and warmth, and 5) professional and organizational esprit. To some extent, the 
Task Variety factor appears to resemble the individual autonomy factor designated by 
Campbell et al. (1970). These authors describe individual autonomy as "the freedom 
of the individual to be his own boss and reserve considerable decision-making power 
for himself" (p. 393). It is also similar to Jones and James's central core dimension 
labeled job challenge, importance, and variety. 
Moos (1974) describes his relationship dimension for social environments as "the 
extent to which people are involved in the environment, the extent to which they 
support and help each other ..." (pp.11-14). The two questions that loaded on the 
fifth factor appear to ascertain this information. Thus, it was labeled Relationship. 
The Work Challenge factor derived in the present study is similar to a fac­
tor isolated in Schneider and Hall's 1972 study of Roman Catholic priests. These 
investigators describe their Work Challenge and Meaning factor as the "feeling of 
contentment in your work" and "feeling of confidence in your work" (Schneider & 
Hall, 1972, p. 450). Hackman and Lawler (1971) found job challenge to influence job 
enrichment. The work challenge factor is also closely aligned to the job challenge, 
importance, and variety climate dimension delineated by Jones and James (1979). 
It was interesting to note that the Administrator Dedication and Enthusiasm 
dimension was the only scale that remained intact, except for one question, after the 
factor analysis. This certainly gives credence to the importance of the principal's 
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behavior in creating and maintaining a healthy and positive climate for support staff 
to complete tasks successfully. 
The summary or overall perceptions of climate were found to differ across sub­
groups of support staff in the St. Joseph School District. The bus drivers and the 
support staff located in the central offices perceived the overall climate significantly 
lower in comparison to other groups and work units. Drexler (1977) found climate 
to differ across groups in the same organization. 
A multidimensional approach to climate revealed that the bus drivers again 
perceived their climate lower on most of the dimensions. The maintenance and clerical 
personnel were also significantly lower in several of the dimensions. Scale means 
were generally low for both of these subgroups, suggesting moderately unfavorable 
attitudes by them toward school climate or their work environment. 
Differences in perceptions of climate were also found among support staff located 
in the central offices and the high schools. Both were significantly lower compared to 
the perceptions of support staff located in elementary schools. Central office support 
staff's perceptions were lower across all dimensions compared to other support staff 
classified by work site. 
One possibility for the low climate perceptions by bus drivers, maintenance, and 
central office support staff personnel, may be the fact that these workers have very 
little to almost no contact with students. Their environmental setting, type of work 
assigned, and hierarchical level in the school district may impact negatively on their 
perceptions. It also appears that the central offices have a moderately unfavorable 
impact on the perception of climate by support staff assigned there in comparison to 
the other work sites. Situational influences may account for all the discrepancies in 
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perceptions of climate found. 
McKinney (1983) maintains that variables such as "longevity with company, 
position in organizational hierarchy, physical location of workplace, styles of manage­
ment" affect a worker's perception of his/her environment (p. 7). He contends that 
each organization has many subclimates. Schneider (1975) believes climate is a set of 
macro perceptions derived from micro perception of specific events, conditions, and 
experiences through the psychological processes of abstraction and concept formation 
that is cognitively based. Jones and James (1979) assert that: 
...certain factors (differences in position, technology, type of job, indi­
viduals differences, etc.) contribute to heterogeneous perceptions across 
individuals or subunits (p. 208) 
These authors found "small spans of control, often linked to mechanistic structures, 
were associated with warm and enriched climates, whereas large spans of control, of­
ten linked to organic structures, were associated with cold and monotonous climates" 
(pp. 242-243). A similar result in the present study found the perceptions of climate 
significantly higher in the elementary schools compared to the high schools which 
have larger spans of control. Fraser, Docker, and Fisher (1987) found elementary 
schools had more favorable school environments than high schools. 
The nine climate dimensions were a good indication of the the overall or global 
perception of climate; correlations between climate dimensions and the overall cli­
mate perception were all strong. Dimensionality of the perception of overall climate 
revealed that goal orientation, esprit, and cohesiveness were the powerful explanatory 
climate dimensions for the summary or overall perception of the support staff's work 
environment. Pinckney (1982) found teachers to perceive the same climate variables 
of goal orientation, cohesiveness, and esprit to be related significantly to building 
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administrators' performance. Research has shown that building administrators are 
essential to providing healthy and productive climates in a school. 
It appears that the gender of the support staff is significantly related to their 
perception of climate. Females perceive climate better in the dimensions of support 
staff attitudes, and administrator dedication and enthusiasm. 
Usually, positions held by female support staff have direct contact with the 
principal, e.g., secretaries. Blake, Mouton, Stockton (1983) assert: "Indeed, more 
than one secretary has trained a series of bosses as they have come and gone. She is a 
professional in her own right who has decisive influence on the success of her boss and 
the company" (p. 1). The majority of paraprofessionals and food service personnel 
are female. Although their contact with the principal is limited in comparison to 
secretaries, all of these employees hold positions that are considered the cleaner blue-
collar jobs in the school district. Whereas, the male support staff employee is often 
assigned to a custodial position that handles the dirt and grime produced by students 
and staff. Often there is no collégial relationship; rather, the male support staff 
employee and principal relationship is strictly subordinate-superordinate. 
The longer a support staff member remains in the district, the more satisfied s/he 
becomes and the better his/her perception of morale becomes. By the same token, 
perceptions of administrator dedication and enthusiasm, in addition to expectations, 
grow worse. If support staff enjoy their work, they undoubtedly remain with the 
school district. However, over the course of many years, the principal/supervisor 
may change often. Each manager brings with him/her a different style of leadership 
and expectations for staff and/or students. Support staff may experience difficulty 
in adjusting to these managerial styles. Hence, this situation impacts negatively on 
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them and their perception becomes unfavorable in those climate dimensions. 
The summary or overall perception of climate is truly multidimensional. Support 
staff in the St. Joseph School District perceived goal orientation, cohesiveness, and 
esprit as the best dimensions to explain their global perception of the work environ­
ment. The intercorrelations between the perceptions of overall climate and each of 
the nine scales designed for this study were all strong. This suggested that the nine 
scales were a good measure for the summary perception of the work environment by 
support staff. 
Recommendations for Further Research 
To have an indication of how a single group perceives the school may not pro­
vide a clear and comprehensive picture of climate. It is recommended that all major 
stakeholder groups in schools, rather than a single group, be assessed for perceptions 
of climate so that the groups' shared perceptions can be compared. It is further rec­
ommended that the SIQ be administered with an accompanying climate instrument 
for teachers and administrators, e.g., the SII, in the same setting. The potential 
value to schools is that they can gauge the amount of agreement or disagreement 
between teacher, administrator, and support staff ratings. The questionnaires need 
to be administered more than once to determine if there is any consistency to the 
perceived organizational climate. In addition, if climate improvement projects have 
been initiated, administrators can determine if they were successful. 
A recommendation for a follow-up to this study is to administer the instrument 
again to determine if any changes have occurred in climate perceptions since the 
original study. Another direction of research might be to conduct a longitudinal 
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study in the same school district and administer the SIQ questionnaire over a three-
year time span. It would be possible to determine if there was any consistency to the 
perceived school climate by support staff. 
The final version of the instrument had several dimensions or derived factors with 
two or three questions and low reliability. It is recommended that the instrument be 
improved by adding items to those specified dimensions or derived factors. 
This study was limited to the support staff in the St. Joseph School District. It 
is recommended that the school climate questionnaire developed be administered in 
other school districts. The data should be factor analyzed and the scales submitted 
to reliability examinations. Thus, it could be determined if the factor pattern and 
scale reliabilities of the present study were school district specific or of a more general 
nature. 
Recommendation for Practice 
It is necessary for support staff employees to know that they are just as important 
to student achievement as the teacher or the principal. Performance of the teachers 
and the administrators is dependent in part on the jobs assigned to the support 
staff. Consequently, it is recommended that the building administrator convey to the 
support staff personnel how important their functions are to the success of the school 
and its students. 
It is further recommended that administrators use the instrument for both forma­
tive and summative evaluation of schools. It provides school administrative personnel 
with feedback concerning selected support staff work attitudes toward conditions in 
the school. The data generated may be used to improve or reinforce identified di-
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mansions of school climate. Research has shown that many climate conditions are 
alterable. Futhermore the information obtained makes it possible for administra­
tors to determine if current conditions are providing the work and/or educational 
environment desired. 
It is recommended that the present results and findings be presented to each 
school faculty with the support staff in attendance. Strengths and weaknesses can 
be identified. The school staff could then discuss ways of improving or reinforcing 
features of school climate as a joint venture of all school employees. Consequently, 
a mutual problem-solving atmosphere would be created in which everyone becomes 
part of the solution. 
Another recommendation is to observe bus drivers, maintenance, and clerical 
personnel in their work environment to determine reasons for low perceptions of cli­
mate in certain dimensions. This should be carried out by a non-participant observer. 
A thorough observation of these workers' environments may reveal why their percep­
tion is so different and rule out the possibility of a "halo effect." Issac and Michael 
(1981) describe the halo effect as the "tendency for an irrelevant feature of a unit 
of study to influence the relevant feature in a favorable or unfavorable direction" 
(p. 85). The same activity is suggested for support staff located in the central offices 
and high schools. 
The final recommendation is for central office administrators. By examining 
school climate profiles, they will be able to compare schools across the district. This 
action surely will allow school managers to identify work sites that need special 
treatment in certain features. 
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Dear Selected Support Staff Member 
The research team of the School Improvement Model Projects at Iowa State University in 
Ames, Iowa is in the process of conducting a study in the St. Joseph Public School District The 
purpose of our research is to get your opinions about your school as a place for you and others 
to work, and for children to learn. 
Your help is needed. The following questionnaire should take you approximately 30 minutes 
to complete. Your answers are important because they will select the best questions to help 
school administrators throughout the nation improve the work and learning environment of a 
school. 
This questionnaire may be different than any other you have answered. Please read the 
directions carçfuUy bqfore you begin. The questions ask you to describe the typical conditions 
or behaviors that occur within your school or work unit. If you are not school based, your work 
unit is your department. For some questionst tidnk of Ok oûter school employees or students 
asagmtp. 
Please answer the questions honestly and without consulting others on the staff. No one will 
know how you answered. Your responses will be added to others and grouped ly the computer. 
Do not write your name anywhere. This is not a test. You agree to be In the study when you fill 
in the questionnaire. 
After you complete the questionnaire, please return it to the survey administrator sealed in the 
envelope provided. 
Thanks for you help. We appreciate and value your opinions. 
Sincerely yours. 
Dr. Richard P. Manatt, Co-Direi 
Dr. Shirley Strow, Co-Director 
Francena Wlllingham ^ 
Research Associate 
(OVEW 
SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT gUESTIONNAIRB 
FOR SELECTED SUPPORT STAFF 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 
na to Complete the Comouter Answer Sheet 
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Please use a sqfi-lead, #2 pencil Erase completely any choice you wish to change. 
On side one of the answer sheet, please place your Job title In the blank spaces under 
"Name (Last. Fixst, M. Next to It. place the total nmnber of years you have been 
employed In the St. Joseph School District. Possible Job titles Include: "BUS 
DRIVER," "OFFICE MANAGER," "SECRETARY," "CUSTODIAN." "HOUSE KEXiPER," 
"FOOD SERVICE PERSONNEL" ("LUNCHROOM SUPERVISOR OR FOOD 
HANDLER"),"TEACHER AIDE." "PARAPROFESSIONAL NURSE," "COMPUTER 
AIDE)," etc. See the example below. 
NAME (Last. First. M.I.) 
u u 
Do not fill In the circles 
under your job title. 
® 0 0 0 ® 0 0 0 0 ® 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  
Fill In the circle for your sex. 
Darken M if you are male. 
Darken F if you are female. ^ 
Do not mark in any other section. Boxes A and B under IDENTIFICATION NUMBER 
have been coded for you according to your work site. 
Please mark only one answer for each question. Do not mark circle #9 or #10 for any 
answers. 
Make sure your answers match the question numbers. Turn the computer answer 
" sheet to side two to answer questions 61-65. 
PLEASE DO NOT FOLD THE ANSWER SHEET. 
E^ch question has eight (8) possible responses. Please answer by filling in one of the 
numbered circles on tiie answer sheet. See the example below. 
EXAMPLE: 
80. How much does the support Very 
stafif try to help students? little 
Some Quite 
a bit 
A veiy 
great 
deal 
8 
If you 
©or  
OJlln 
think that the support staff tries to help students "Quite a bit." you would fill in circle 
(D. You would fill in © if you feel that the situation is closer to "Some." You would 
@ if you feel that the the situation is closer to "A veiy great deal." as shown below. 
A B C D E F G H 
8O©®0©©®©©M^ jVteucrjai fri circle #9 or #10. 
Note: For some questions, support staff Includes the Jobs of office managers, secretaries, 
custodians, house keepers, food service personnel (lunchroom supervisors and food handlers), 
teacher aides (paid and volunteerj, computer aides, bus drivers, andparaprqfes^nal nurses. 
In other questions, school employees refer to all support staff plus administrators and 
teachers. For example, the principal, assistant prlncipal(s). or supervisor for non-school 
based support sta£f. are considered administrators. If you are not school based, answer 
specific questions about schools ly reacting to the overall conditions/behaviors in the 
St. Joseph School District. 
You may begin the questionnaire. 
3 
L How comfortable Is It to work in your 
school or work unit? 
2 How much does this school strive for 
excellence? 
31 How satisfying is your work? 
4 How well do school employees get 
along with each other in this school? 
5 How well does the principal or 
supervisor set an example by working 
hanl himself/herself? 
6 How would you describe the general 
attitudes of students? 
7. In your work unit, is it every support 
staff worker for himself/herself, or do 
people work together? 
a How well do teachers work as a team? 
a What is the noise level in your work 
unit? 
10. How well does the principal or 
supervisor make sure that everyone 
knows what the school or work unit 
goals are? 
11. How do you feel when asking your 
principal/supervisor for help? 
12. How would you describe the trust level 
among school employees? 
13. To what extent does your principal or 
supervisor show appreciation for your 
work? 
14. How many students are not eager to 
learn in this school? 
15. How energetic is the support staff 
when performing tasks? 
16. How many teachers talk with students, 
not Just at them? 
17. How heavy is your workload In this 
school or work unit? 
Ntat 
Comfortable 
141 2 
Very little 
1 2 
Not Httafying 
1 2 
Not wen 
1 2 
Not wen 
Somewhat 
Comfortable 
3  4  
Some 
Somewhat 
satisfying 
3  4  
Somewhat 
3  4  
Somewhat 
Quite 
Comfortable 
5  6  
Quite abit 
5  6  
Considerably 
satisfying 
5  6  
Quite well 
5  6  
Quite Well 
Very 
Comfortable 
7  8  
Veiymuch 
7  8  
Very satisfying 
7  8  
Very well 
7  8  
Very wen 
1 2 
Poor 
1 2 
No teamwork 
3  4  
Fair 
Some but not 
teamwork 
5  6  
Good 
5  6  
7  8  
Very good 
7  8  
Adequate but Great amount of 
more needed teamwork 
Not wen 
1 2 
Low 
1 2 
Not wen 
Somewhat 
3  4  
Somewhat high 
3  4  
Somewhat 
Quite well 
5  6  
Quite high 
5  e  
Quite well 
Very well 
7  8  
Very high 
7  8  
Very well 
7 8 
Uncomfortable 
1 2 
Very little trust 
1 2 
Very little 
Somewhat 
comfortable 
3  4  
Some trust 
3  4  
Some 
Considerably 
comfortable 
Quite aUt of 
trust 
5  6  
Considerable 
Very 
comfortable 
Agreatdealof 
trust 
7  8  
Very much 
1 2 
Very few 
1 2 
Not energetic 
1 2 
Very few 
1 2 
Not heavy 
1 2 
3  4  
Some 
Somewhat 
energetic 
3  4  
Some 
3  4  
Somewhat 
heavy 
3  4  
A great 
majority 
7 8 
5  6  7  8  
Quite a few 
5 6 
Quite energetic Very encrgetic 
5  6  
Quite a few 
S 6 
Quite heavy Very heavy 
5  6  7  8  
7  8  
A ,  preat 
mcd fority 
7  8  
4 
18. How much are students treated In 
ways that keep them ftom being 
successful? 
19. How willing are you to promote the 
school district to your neighbors and 
friends? 
20. How would you describe the students' 
sense of belonging in this school? 
21. To what extent do you consider your 
principal/supervisor to be supportive? 
22. How well do students respect the 
support staff? 
23. To what extent do you and your co­
workers strive to do your best? 
24. How frlendty are teachers to one 
another and other school employees? 
25. How pleasant Is the physical 
environment in which you work? 
26. How often are goals Ignored in 
decisions made In this school? 
27. To what extent do you do diHerent 
things in your Job? 
28. How many students would rather not 
attend this school? 
29. How much is the principal/supervisor 
seen in the halls on a regular basis? 
30. How well do students respect 
teachers? 
31. How much pride does the support staff 
have in this school? 
32. How much respect do teachers show 
students? 
33. How are the safety' conditions in your 
work unit? 
34. How would you describe the 
commitment of support staff to quality 
performance in your work unit? 
35. To what extent do you feel that what 
you do In your Job Is respected ly the 
community? 
Almost never 
142 
1 2 
Not very willing 
Nosenaeof 
belonging 
1 3 
VoyUttle 
1 3 
VeiyUttle 
r^ect 
1 2 
VeryUttle 
1 2 
Not friendly 
1 3 
Notpleuant 
1 3 
Raieiy 
1 3 
VeiyUttle 
1 3 
Vayfcnr 
1 3 
Almost never 
1 3 
Vexy little 
reflect 
1 3 
VeiyUttle 
1 3 
VeiyUttle 
r^iect 
1 3 
Not adequate 
1 3 
Low 
1 3 
VeiyUttle 
Sometimes 
Somewhat 
willing 
Some sense of 
belon^ng 
3  4  
Somewhat 
3  4  
Some respect 
3  4  
Some 
Somewhat 
friendly 
3  4  
Somewhat 
pleasant 
3  4  
3  4  
Some 
3  4  
Some 
3  4  
Sometimes 
3  4  
Some respect 
3  4  
Some 
3  4  
Some respect 
3  4  
Somewhat 
adequate 
3  4  
Fair 
3  4  
Some 
Often 
Considerably 
willing 
5 6 
g«dteaWtcf 
sense of 
belonging 
5  6  
Considerable 
5  e  
guiteaUtof 
respect 
5 6 
Considerable 
S 6 
Quite friendly 
5 6 
Quite pleasant 
5 6 
Krequentfy 
5  6  
Considerable 
5 6 
Quite afew 
S  6  
Often 
5 6 
Quite a bit of 
respect 
5 e 
Quite aUt 
5 6 
Quite a bit of 
req>ect 
5 6 
Adequate 
S  6  
Somewhat high 
5 6 
Considerable 
Almost always 
7  8  
Very willing 
7  8  
Great sense of 
belonging 
7  8  
Voy much 
7  8  
Very much 
respect 
7  8  
Very much 
7  8  
Veiy friendly 
7  8  
Veiy pleasant 
7  8  
Very frequently 
7  8  
Veiy much 
7  8  
Agreat number 
7  8  
Almost always 
7  8  
Veiy much 
respect 
7  8  
Veiy much 
7  8  
Very much 
respect 
7  8  
Very adequate 
7  8  
Veiy high 
7  8  
Veiy much 
5 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
36. How high are the expectations of the 
support staff for students? 
Low 
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1 a 
Somewhat high 
3 4 
Quite high 
5 6 
Veiy high 
7 8 
37. How would you describe your 
principal's/supervisor's drive and 
enthusiasm? 
Low 
1 a 
Somewhat low 
3 4 
High 
5 6 
Very high 
7 8 
38. How well do students respect each 
other? 
Notwdl Somewhat Quite wen Voy well 
1 a 3 4 5 6 7 8 
39. How much respect does the support 
staff show teachers? 
VajHttle 
téiçttX 
1 a 
Somempect 
3 4 
QidteaUtof 
itqiect 
5 6 
Voy much 
respect 
7 8 
40. To what extent do you feel respected 
Iqr teachers? 
VeirHttle Some Considerable Veiymneh 
1 a 3 4 5 e 7 8 
41. How clear and fair are the rules for 
students In this school? 
Not clear and 
fail 
1 a 
Somewtat clear 
and fair 
3 4 
Quite clear and 
fair 
S 6 
Veiy clear and 
fair 
7 8 
42. How much are the day-to-day 
operations In agreement with the 
school's goals? 
Ndmgreememt 
1 a 
Some 
agreement 
3 4 
Quite «Ut of 
agreement 
5 6 
Voy high 
agreement 
7 8 
43. bi your worit unit, do most support 
stajBT feel It Is worthwhile or a waste of 
time to do their best? 
Waateoftinie 
1 a 
Somewhat 
worthwhile 
3 4 
Worthwhile 
5 6 
Veiy 
worthwhile 
7 8 
44. How high are the expectations of the 
administration for students? 
Low 
1 a 
Somewhat high 
3 4 
Qidtehigh 
5 6 
Veiy high 
7 8 
45. How skillful are teachers in getting 
students to work to the limit of their 
ability? 
NotakilUul 
1 a 
Somewhat 
•kiUful 
3 4 
Quite skillful 
B 6 
Very skillful 
7 8 
46. How much pride do students have in 
this school? 
VeiyUttle Some Quite a bit Very much 
1 a 3 4 B 6 7 8 
47. How are the rules In this school 
enforced hy the teachers? 
Inconaiiteiitljr 
and un&lrly 
1 a 
Sometimes 
consistently 
andlalriy 
3 4 
Often 
consistently 
and fairly 
B 6 
Always 
consistently 
and fairly 
7 8 
48. How Is discipline maintained In this 
school? 
Bveiyone works 
togetber 
1 a 
Mbsteroyoue 
woiks together 
3 4 
Administrators 
have some hc%p 
from teachers 
B 6 
Administrators 
do it alone 
7 8 
49. How familiar are you with the school's 
goals? 
Ifotfiuiilliar 
1 a 
Somewhat 
familiar 
3 4 
Quite famlUar 
B 6 
Veiy familiar 
7 8 
SO. How willing are you to recommend this 
school to your friends as a good place 
to work? 
Not very wUHmg 
1 a 
Someirtiat 
willing 
3 4 
More willing 
B 6 
Very willing 
7 8 
51. How would you describe your 
principal's/supenrisor's fairness In 
dealing wltti you? 
Unfair 
1 a 
Somewhat fklr 
3 4 
Conalderably 
fair 
B 6 
Very Air 
7 8 
6 
52. How well do students follow the rules 
of this school? 
53. How much respect does the support 
staff show students? 
54. How positive Is the overall classroom 
atmosphere so students can learn? 
55. How much respect does the school 
have In the business community? 
56. How often do you worry about the 
ftiture of this school? 
57. How much do you feel yt>u are wasting 
your talents in this Job? 
58. How well do teachers let students 
know that learning is Important? 
50. How well does your principal or 
supervisor react to your opinions and 
suggestions? 
60. How are the rules in this school 
enforced ly the support staff? 
61. How is the cafeteria as a place to eat? 
62. How much evidence is apparent that 
this school is involved in long-range 
planning? 
63. How much are you encouraged to be 
involved in after school activities? 
Rotwdl 
144 . 
1 a 
VefjUttle 
i^eet 
1 a 
ITotatall 
poalttre 
1 a 
VoyHttle 
MVect 
1 a 
Rarely 
1 a 
VeiyHttle 
1 a 
Not wen 
1 a 
Not wen 
1 a 
NotweU 
1 a 
Rotpleaaant 
1 a 
Ve^Httle 
endaice 
VoyUttle 
Somewhat well 
3  4  
Somempect 
3  4  
SomevAmt 
positive 
3  4  
Some respect 
3  4  
Sometime# 
3  4  
Some 
3  4  
Somewhat well 
3  4  
Somewhat well 
3  4  
Someiriutvdl 
3  4  
Somewhat 
pleasant 
3  4  
Some evidence 
Some 
Quito well 
5  6  
Quite a bit of 
MVect 
5  6  
Quite positive 
5  6  
QuiteaUtof 
reqwct 
S 6 
Aequemt^ 
5  6  
QidteaUt 
5  6  
Quite wen 
5  6  
Considerab  ^
weU 
5 6 
Quite wen 
S 6 
Quite pleasant 
5  6  
Qidteabitof 
evidence' 
S 6 
QuIteaUtof 
Very well 
7  8  
Veiy much 
respect 
7  8  
Vei7 positive 
7  8  
Veqrmueh 
reject 
7  8  
Veiyfrequentfy 
7  8  
Veiy much 
7  8  
Veiy well 
7  8  
Veiywen 
7  8  
Veiywen 
7  8  
Veiy pleasant 
7  8  
Great evidence 
Great 
encouragement encouragement encouragement encouragement 
l a  3 4  5 6  7 8  
64. General^ , how would you describe the environment of this school as a place for you to work and lor 
children to learn? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8  
Negative Somewhat Quite Veiy Positive 
Negative Positive 
Thanks again for your help in answering these questions. 
Please return the œmputer scan answer sheet sealed in the envelope provided, to the survey 
administrator, when youjinish. The questionnaire does not need to be returned. 
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APPENDIX B. SAMPLE REPORTS GENERATED FOR DISTRICT 
Projects 
School Improvement Model 
Dick Manatt 
Director 
Shirley Stow 
Co-Director 
Katy Rice 
Program Assistant 
College of Education 
Iowa State University 
E005 Lagomarcino Hall 
Ames, Iowa 50011 
(515) 294-5521 
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January 30, 1990 
Hike Lucas 
Director of Staff Development 
St. Joseph School District 
925 Felix 
St. Joseph, MO 64501 
Dear Mike: 
Enclosed are the climate reports generated by the data collected during 
December 1989 for your school district on the School Improvement 
Questionnaire. As you know, this climate instrument was developed 
through our office for your selected support staff. The reports include 
both numerical and graphical representations of climate profiles for: 
1) the total organization, 2) each school building/work unit, 3) each 
organizational subunit (e.g.. elementary, secondary, etc.), and 
4) subgroups of the maintenance personnel. A definition sheet for each 
climate dimension assessed is also included. The meaning of abbreviations 
used on the graphs are located on the definition sheet. 
(1) Give your superintendent the complete data set which is marked 
"For Superintendent", 
(2) Distribute to the individual principals or supervisors those marked 
"For Distribution". 
We certainly hope you are able to identify significant climate measures 
to help make the work and learning climates more enjoyable--and support 
staff more productive and satisfied. 
A detailed treatment of the data collected will be provided to the district 
through a complimentary copy of the dissertation which analyzed the responses 
to the climate instrument. It will be available at the beginning of summer 
If there are any questions, please do not hesitate to call me at 515/294-5521. 
Very truly yours. 
1990. 
Dick Manatt 
RPM:jw 
Enclosures 
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Definitions 
of 
School Improvement Questionnaire 
Dimensions 
Dimension Definition of Dimension 
Work 
Environment 
The extent to which the physical surroundings add to a 
pleasant and orderly work envirormient. 
Goal Orientation The extent to which goals affect high performance in 
support staff. 
Esprit The extent to which satisfaction is derived from task 
j}erformance and social relations. 
Cohesiveness The extent to which school employees have mutual trust and 
students feel apart of the school. 
Expectations The degree to which school employees hold high 
expectations for students. 
Administrator 
Dedication and 
Enthusiasm 
The extent to which building administrators are dedicated 
and enthusiastic. 
Student 
Attitudes 
The extent to which students display a positive general 
attitude. 
Support Staff 
Attitudes 
The extent to which support staff display a positive general 
attitude. 
Teacher 
Attitudes 
The extent to which teachers display a positive general 
attitude. 
Abbreviations on line graphs for profiles of climate are: WKEN=work 
environment, GO=goal orientation, ES=esprit, CO=cohesiveness, 
EX=expectatlons, ^E=administrator dedication and enthusiasm, 
SA=student attitudes, and TA=teacher attitudes. 
ST. JOSEPH SCHOOL DISTRICT 
ORGANIZATION REPORT 
SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT MEASURES 
ASSESSMENT BY SUPPORT STAFF 
1989 
ÎOUP WORK GOAL ESPRIT COHESIVE SCHOOL ADMIN STUDENT SUPPORT TEACHER OVERALL 
ENVIRONMENT ORIENTATION EMPLOYEE DEDICATION ATTITUDES STAFF ATTITUDES CLIMATE 
EXPECTATIONS ENTHUSIASM ATTITUDES 
FREQUENCY 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 3 
3 O 1 0 0 1 O 1 0 1 0 
4 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 
5 2 2 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 
6 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 
7 O 0 2 2 2 1 0 2 2 0 
8 O 0 0 0 0 0 O 0 0 1 
MEAN 6.02 5.24 6.67 6 . 12 6 . 19 6.07 4 .89 6 .60 6.21 5.67 
SO .72 1.40 .96 1. 48 1. 78 1 .39 1 .07 1 .48 2.21 2.08 
N 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 3 
RANGE OF RESPONSES =  1  (LOW) TO 8  (HIGH)  
Profile of School Climate for Total Organization by entire sample 
6.5 
6.0 -
5.5-
5.0 
WKBJ GD B CO B( ADE SA SUA TA OC 
I 
CLASSIFICATION WORK GOAL 
ENVIRONMENT ORIENTATION 
ELEMENTARY 
SCHOOL 
FREQUENCY 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
MEAN 
SD 
N 
136 
O 
4 
21 
48 
51 
12 
0 
5.79 
.85 
136 
136 
0 
1 
19 
46 
42 
28 
0 
6.03 
.99 
136 
ST. JOSEPH SCHOOL DISTRICT 
REPORT BY BUILDING CLASSIFICATION 
SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT MEASURES 
ASSESSMENT BY SUPPORT STAFF 
1989 
ESPRIT COHESIVE 
136 
2 
4 
16 
30 
40 
42 
2 
6. 16 
1. 18 
136 
SCHOOL ADMIN STUDENT 
EMPLOYEE DEDICATION ATTITUDES 
EXPECTATIONS ENTHUSIASM 
136 
1 
4 
13 
31 
47 
35 
5 
6. 14 
1 . 1 1  
136 
134 
0 
4 
14 
31 
37 
42 
6 
6.23 
1 .  1 6  
134 
136 
3 
6 
12 
16 
43 
49 
7 
6.35 
1 .33 
136 
SUPPORT TEACHER OVERALL 
STAFF ATTITUDES CLIMATE 
ATTITUDES 
136 
6 
15 
22 
37 
43 
13 
O 
5.44 
1 .28 
136 
136 
G 
4 
6 
25 
48 
45 
8 
6.54 
1.04 
136 
136 
3 
7 
14 
27 
49 
32 
4 
6.05 
1 .29 
136 
116 
0 
7 
4 
15 
17 
26 
47 
6 . 6 6  
O 1.50 
116 
RANGE OF RESPONSES =  1  (LOW) TO 8  (HIGH)  
Profile of Climate In Elementary Schools 
7.0 
6.5 -
6.0-
5.5-
5.0 
WKBJ QD ES CO EX ADE SA SUA TA OC 
L h I I School Improvement Model 
11 I I Projects Dick Manatt 
College of Education Direc^r 
Iowa State University i go Shirley Stow 
E005 Lagomarcino Hall Co-Director 
Ames, Iowa 50011 Katy Rice 
(515) 294-5521 Program Assistant 
January 30, 1990 
Dear Principal or Supervisor ( ): 
Enclosed is the climate report for your school or work unit that was generated 
by the data collected during December 1989 on the School Improvement Questionnaire. 
As you know, this climate instrument was developed through our office for your 
selected support staff. Both graphical and numerical representations of the 
data are provided. A definition sheet is included with a description of each 
climate dimension assessed. The meaning of the abbreviations used on the 
graphs are located on the definition sheet. 
The improvement of school climate is a long-range process toward achieving 
excellence. We certainly hope you are able to identify significant climate 
measures to help make the work and learning climates more enjoyable--and 
support staff more productive and satisfied. 
If there are any questions, please do not hesitate to call me at 515/294-5521. 
Very truly yours. 
Richard P. Manatt 
RPM:jw 
Enclosure 1 
2 
3 
4 
Organization Report (the entire district) 
Building Report (your building or work unit) 
Profile of Your Climate 
Definitions of Dimensions 
Definitions 
School Improvement Questionnaire 
Dimensions 
Dimension Definition of Dimension 
Work 
Environment 
The extent to which the physical surroundings add to a 
pleasant and orderly work environment. 
Goal Orientation The extent to which goals affect high performance in 
support staff. 
Esprit The extent to which satisfaction is derived from task 
performance and social relations. 
Cohesiveness The extent to which school employees have mutual trust and 
students feel apart of the school. 
Expectations The degree to which school employees hold high 
expectations for students. 
Administrator 
Dedication and 
Enthusiasm 
The extent to which building administrators are dedicated 
and enthusiastic. 
Student 
Attitudes 
The extent to which students display a positive general 
attitude. 
Support Staff 
Attitudes 
The extent to which support staff display a positive general 
attitude. 
Teacher 
Attitudes 
The extent to which teachers display a positive general 
attitude. 
Abbreviations on line graphs for profiles of climate are: WKEN=work 
environment, GO=goal orientation, ES=esprit, CO=cohesiveness, 
EX=e%pectations, ADE=admlnistrator dedication and enthusiasm, 
SA=student attitudes, and TA=teacher attitudes. 
ST. JOSEPH SCHOOL DISTRICT 
BUILDING REPORT 
SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT MEASURES 
ASSESSMENT BY SUPPORT STAFF 
1989 
JILDING WORK GOAL ESPRIT COHESIVE SCHOOL ADMIN STUDENT SUPPORT TEACHER OVERALL 
ENVIRONMENT ORIENTATION EMPLOYEE DEDICATION ATTITUDES STAFF ATTITUDES CLIMATE 
EXPECTATIONS ENTHUSIASM ATTITUDES 
BENTON HS 
FREQUENCY 21 21 21 21 21 21 21 21 21 19 
2 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 
3 0 0 0 1 2 0 4 O 2 0 
4 6 7 3 3 2 6 5 3 6 0 
5 9 6 8 6 6 5 6 5 5 4 
6 6 4 6 8 6 6 5 8 6 6 
7 0 4 3 2 3 4 0 4 1 5 
8 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 4 
MEAN 5.37 5.69 6 .07 5 .91 5, .57 5 .85 4 .89 6 .29 5 .22 6.47 
SD .72 1 .20 1 .02 1 .06 1 .43 1 .26 1 . 13 1 .04 1 .26 1.07 
N 21 21 21 21 21 21 21 21 21 19 
tn 
RANGE OF RESPONSES =  1  (LOW) TO 8  (HIGH)  
Profile of Climate in Benton High School 
VWKBI GO ES 00 EX ADE SA SUA TA CD 
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APPENDIX C. FINAL VERSION OF INSTRUMENT 
School Improvement Questionnaire 
FOR SELECTED SUPPORT STAFF 
157 
General Attitudes 
L How well do students respect 
teachers? 
How much respect do teachers show 
students? 
How are the rules in this school 
enforced fay the teachers? 
How maiy teachers talk with students, 
not Just at them? 
a 
7. 
a 
a 
Veiy little 
respect 
1 2 
Veiy little 
respect 
1 2 
Inconsistently 
and unfoirfy 
1 2 
Very few 
1 2 
How firiendty  ^are teachers to one 
another and other school employees? 
To what extent do you feel respected 
by teachers? 
How well do students respect the 
support staff? 
How skiUful are teachers in getting 
students to work to the limit of their 
ability? 
10. How much Is the principal/super­
visor seen In the halls on a regular 
basis? 
11. How are the rules in this school 
enforced by the support stag? 
Veiy little 
respect 
1 2 
Not skillful 
1 2 
Almost never 
1 2 
Not well 
1 2 
Some respect Quite a bit of Veiy much 
respect respect 
3 4 5 6 7 8 
Some respect Quite a bit of Veiy much 
respect respect 
3 4 5 6 7 8 
How would you describe the trust level Veiy little trust 
among school employees? 
1 2 
Not friendty 
1 2 
Very little 
1 2 
Sometimes 
consistently 
andfairfy 
3 4 
Some 
3 4 
Some trust 
3 4 
Somewhat 
Aiendly 
3 4 
Some 
3 4 
Some respect 
Somewhat 
skillful 
3 4 
Sometimes 
Somewhat 
well 
3 4 
Often Always 
consistent^  consistently 
and fairfy and falrty 
5 6 7 8 
Quite a few 
5 6 
A great 
majority 
7 8 
Quite a bit of A great deal of 
trust 
5 6 
trust 
7 8 
Quite filendfy' Veiy filendfy  ^
5 6 
Considerable 
5 6 
Quite a bit of 
respect 
5 6 
Quite skillful 
5 6 
Often 
5 6 
Quite well 
5 6 
7 8 
Veiy much 
7 8 
Veiy much 
respect 
7 8 
Veiy skillful 
7 8 
Almost 
always 
7 8 
Veiy well 
7 8 
Administrator Dedication and Enthusiasm 
12. To what extent do you consider your Veiy little Somewhat Considerable Veiy much 
principal/supervisor to be supportive? 
12 34 56 78 
13. How well does the principal or 
supervisor set an example by working 
haid himself/herself? 
14. How would you describe your 
principal's/supervisor's drive and 
enthusiasm? 
15. How would you describe your 
principal's/supervisor's fairness in 
dealing wlUi you? 
16. How well does the principal or 
supervisor make sure that everyone 
knows what the schod or work unit 
goals are? 
17. To what extent does your principal or 
supervisor show appreciation for your 
work? 
158 
Not well 
1 2 
Low 
1 2 
Unfair 
1 2 
Not well 
1 2 
Very little 
1 2 
Somewhat 
3 4 
Somewhat low 
Quite well 
5 6 
High 
5 6 
Somewhat fair Considerably 
fair 
3 4 
Somewhat 
3 4 
Some 
5 6 
Quite well 
Veiy well 
7 8 
Veiy high 
7 8 
Very fair 
7 8 
Veiy well 
5 6 7 8 
Considerable Veiy much 
5 6 7 8 
Task Variety 
1& How heavy Is your workload in this 
school or work unit? 
19. To what extent do you do different 
things In your job? 
Not heavy 
1 2 
Very little 
1 2 
Somewhat 
heavy 
3 4 
Some 
3 4 
Quite heavy 
5 6 
Considerable 
5 6 
Veiy heavy 
7 8 
Very much 
7 8 
Esprit 
20. How satisfying is your work? 
21. How much do you feel you are wasting 
your talents in this Job? 
22. In your woric unit. Is it every support 
staff woriier for himself/herself, or do 
people work together? 
Not satisfying 
1 2 
Very little 
1 2 
No teamwork 
1 2 
Somewhat 
satisfying 
3 4 
Some 
3 4 
Considerably 
satisfying 
5 6. 
Quite a bit 
5 6 
Very 
satisfying 
7 8 
Very much 
7 8 
Some but not Adequate but Great amount 
enough 
teamwork 
3 4 
more needed 
5 6 
of teamwork 
7 8 
Relationship 159 
23. How much respect does the support 
staff show teachers? 
24. To what extent do you and your co­
workers strive to do your best? 
Very little 
respect 
1 2 
Veiy little 
1 2 
Some respect Quite a bit of 
respect 
3 4 
Some 
3 4 
5 6 
Considerable 
5 6 
Veiy much 
respect 
7 8 
Veiy much 
7 8 
Work Challenge 
25. How energetic is the support staff 
when performing tasks? 
26l How would you describe the 
commitment of support staff to qualify 
performance in your work unit? 
27. How much pride does the support staff 
have in this school? 
2&. In your work unit, do most support 
staff feel it is worthwhile or a waste of 
time to do their best? 
Not energetic 
1 2 
Low 
1 2 
Very little 
1 2 
Waste of time 
1 2 
Somewhat 
energetic 
3 4 
Fair 
3 4 
Some 
3 4 
Somewhat 
worthwhile 
Quite 
energetic 
5 6 
Somewhat 
high 
5 6 
Quite a bit 
5 6 
Worthwhile 
5 6 
Veiy energetic 
7 8 
Veiy high 
7 8 
Veiy much 
7 8 
Veiy 
worthwhile 
7 8 
